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REPORT OF ATTORNEY GENERAL. 



San Francisco, September 15, 1912. 

To His Excellency, Hiram W. Johnson, 
Governor of Calif orma, 

Sacramento, California. 
Sir: 

I herewith transmit to;^oti.the report required by law of the busi- 
ness of the Attorney Generaljs office for the two years ending Septem- 
ber 15, 1912. The work rep'ofiesd.'eoyers civil cases, criminal appeals, 
official opinions, and miscellaneous jo^ttTrers, and there is appended the 
reports from the District Attorney^ of thgr. State of the felony cases 
instituted in the several counties. " ' /r */• 



J ^ J 



CIVIL LITIGATION,; 

The report shows a marked increase in civil litigafioti in which the 
State and its various boards and officers have been invblxeji.^.. During 
the preceding two years, I appeared in 197 civil cases. *P\iri]tig the 
present biennial period, I have appeared in 410 civil cases, haVe^ finally 
disposed of 77, and tried, argued and submitted 65 others, leaving 268 
cases still in course of litigation. In addition to the above, I have 
instituted 438 tax suits to collect delinquent franchise taxes from 
corporations, many of which have been settled and the tax paid, while 
others are in course of adjustment. Among the cases argued and sub- 
mitted are 62 brought by various corporations, attacking our present 
taxing system. All of these cases were filed in February of 1912, and 
have all been tried, argued, and submitted for decision. 

The following are some of the more important cases : 

Inheritance Tax Cases., My last report showed much litigation aris- 
ing through the enforcement of the State Inheritance Tax Law, and 
a number of similar cases have been brought and tried since that report 
was filed, and some are still pending. 

The Estate of Moffitt was shown in my last report and involved the 
right of the State to charge an inheritance tax against the entire com- 
munity property. The right of the State in this regard was upheld 
by the State courts, and the case went to the Supreme Court of the 
United States, where the •right was again affirmed. 

Through these several oases the law on this subject has been practi- 
cally settled, and is now being quite satisfactorily observed and 
enforced. 
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San Pedro Harbor Cases. These cases were commenced prior to my 
last report, and reference is therein made to them. Prior to the 
presentation of such report these cases had been tried before the 
Superior Court of Los Angeles County, and were then under submission. 
Shortly after the filing of that report, judgment was entered in favor 
of the State and fully supporting its contention. Thereafter the 
defendants appealed to the Supreme Court, the cases were, during the 
present year, briefed and argued in such court, have been submitted, 
^nd now await decision. Should the judgments rendered by the lower 
court meet with aflBrmance, such judgments will result in freeing San 
Pedro harbor of the claims of private owners, thus making it, in fact, 
a public harbor, while the principle established will have like applica- 
tion throughout the entire State. 

We have endeavored through this litigation to gain for the State an 
aflBrmance of the principle that the State-^olds title to tide lands, as 
well as to the lands covered by the mle^nd. navigable waters, in trust 
for all the inhabitants of the State, qifi'that the inhabitants have the 
right of access to, and use of, siic&J^q3s for the purposes of navigation, 
commerce, and fishery. Ip.'SHo'rt^'* that the State holds the title in 
trust for the people, wl>9*3x:0-tTie beneficiaries of such trust, and that 
the State may not, by conveyance or otherwise, destroy the trust prop- 
erty, or deprive tli^.pcQple of its beneficial use. 

Our contentiDqs;jrn* this behalf were sustained by the judgments of 
the trial cpurf/^nd an aflBrmance of those judgments will result in 
restorin^.toy and preserving for, the State and its people property and 
priVil^es bf incalculable value. 

Bearing upon this matter of tide lands, and the jurisdiction of the 
State over the same, another question requires mention. The legisla- 
ture, in the session of 1909, passed an act through which the Board 
of State Harbor Commissioners was authorized and directed to institute 
condemnation proceedings against the claimants of some one hundred 
and twenty-five (125) lots adjoining India Basin in the harbor of San 
Francisco. At the same session another act was passed, providing for 
the issuance and sale of bonds to the amount of one million dollars, to 
provide a fund out of which the judgments in such proceedings should 
be paid. 

These acts are found in the Statutes of 1909, at pages 711 and 713, 
respectively. 

I understand that the lands sought to be condemned are covered by 
the tidal or navigable waters of San Francisco Bay. Assuming this 
to be true, the purpose of these acts is inconsistent with the positioil 
of the State, and with the judgment of the court in the tide land litiga- 
tion above referred to. 

Many years ago the lots in question were conveyed to individual 
claimants, but it is the State's contention that these conveyances were 
unauthorized, and; therefore, void. If this contention be correct, there 
is iio outstanding title to condemn, but, without condemnation, the 
State can retake these lands, if the same be required for harbor exten- 
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sion and improvement. Though conveyances of a part of the harbor 
bed have been made, I think it is clear that the State may retake the 
lands conveyed whenever the same are required for harbor improve- 
ment in the furtherance of the shipping facilities of the harbor. If 
the claim of the State in this regard be resisted, it would seem that 
ejectment, rather than condemnation, proceedings would be the proper 
remedy. 

I am informed that the proceedings contemplated by these acts have 
been commenced, and it would seem advisable that these cases be held 
in abeyance, at least until the decision of the Supreme Court has been 
rendered in the tide land cases above mentioned. 

This same question has come up in another form. Through proceed- 
ings incident to street improvement and extension, the city and county 
of San Francisco has sought to levy assessments upon certain of the 
tide lands in San Francisco Bay, owned by the State, and payment of 
the amounts so levied has been demanded. Payment has been refused, 
on the ground that these lands are devoted to a public use, namely, 
navigation, commerce, and fishing, and that, by reason of this devotion 
to a public use, the same are not subject to such assessment. 

An action has been brought by the City to recover the amount of 
one of these assessments, and in such action this oflSce has appeared 
on behalf of the State. Through this action the law upon the subject 
will be determined. 

While the State does not seek to avoid the payment of any assess- 
ment charge that may be legally levied against it, the oflScers having 
the custody of the moneys of the State are impelled by their duty to 
refuse pajnnent of these demands until their legality is established. 
If the State has not the power to deprive the People of the beneficial 
use of these lands through sale, it is diflScult to see how such lands can 
be legally taxed or assessed by a municipality, for the right to tax or 
assess ordinarily involves the right to take, if the tax or assessment 
be not paid. 

Through these several cases it is believed that the law upon these 
questions will be definitely settled. 

Pullman Company Tax Cases. These cases were referred to in my 
last report, and were then pending. They involved the validity of 
the assessment of the property of The Pullman Company. They have 
since been settled by payment to the Statfe of about $100,000, being 
the taxes, penalties, and costs in full. 

CORPORATION LICENSE TAX. 

By a recent decision of the Supreme Court in the case of Mulford vs. 
Curry, considerable uncertainty as to the application of the corporate 
license tax act has arisen. Since the decision of the same court in the 
caiSes of Kaiser Land and Fruit Co, vs. Curry, in which action the con- 
stitutionality of the law upon many grounds was attacked, and its 
validity upheld by the court, it was assumed by this and other depart- 
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ments that the status of the license tax act was definitely settled. The 
Mulford Company, a foreign corporation doing intrastate as well as 
interstate business, applied to the Secretary of State to file a designa- 
tion of agent in compliance with section 408 of the Civil Code, and, 
acting under the authority of section 409 of the Political Code, the 
Secretary of State demanded a filing fee of this company, based upon 
the amount of its capital stock. The company, declining to pay the 
fee, brought an action to test the validity, as applied to it, of the pro- 
visions of section 409 of the Political Code, claiming that, because it 
was a corporation doing interstate business and owning property in 
other states, said section of the Political Code, if enforced, would place 
a burden upon interstate commerce, in violation of the United States 
Constitution, and would also constitute a tax upon its property located 
without the jurisdiction of this State. 

In deciding the case the court held that, neither payment of the 
filing fee nor the license tax could be enforced against a corporation 
so situated, because both charges were measured by and levied upon 
the capital stock of the corporation. The decision pointed out that 
several kinds of corporations were exempt from the provisions of both 
laws. 

The effect of this decision upon the filing fee is to render void section 
409 of the Political Code, so far as foreign corporations are concerned, 
though domestic corporations are subject to its requirements. This 
results in compelling domestic corporations to pay a large filing fee 
and permits foreign corporations to file their articles of incorporation 
with the Secretary of State without paying such filing fee — a mani- 
festly unjust situation that should be remedied. 

With respect to the annual license tax, the same situation is par- 
tially true. The decision of the court on that act is occasioned by 
reason of the claim that the license tax is measured by and levied upon 
the capital stock of the corporations. The court does not hold that a 
filing fee may not be charged or that a license fee to do intrastate 
business may not be charged, but does hold that such charges can not 
be levied upon the capital stock. 

If such charges are to be imposed, the respective statutes must be 
changed both as to language and announced purpose. 

At the present time there are cases on appeal to the Supreme Court 
in which the question of the license tax is directly involved, and this 
office is hopeful that the court will modify its decision in the case of 
Mulford vs. Curry, in certain respects. 

TAX LITIGATION. 

This litigation has been previously referred to in my report, and 
consists of proceedings instituted by e\ery class of corporation specified 
in section 14 of article XIII of the Constitution. A great majority of 
the eases attack the st^te assessment of the corporate franchise upon 
various grounds and are brought by both domestic and foreign corpora- 
tions. Other cases concern the proper interpretation of the term 
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"gross receipts from operation" and the inclusion in such gross 
receipts of specific earnings. Still others involve questions of double 
taxation. Two of the cases — Pullman Company vs. Roberts and Wells 
Fargo Company vs. Roberts — attack the validity of the entire scheme 
of taxation as expressed in the Constitution, arid the cases are based 
upon the theory that the tax levied upon their properties is in contra- 
vention of the provisions of the United States Constitution which pro- 
hibit a state from imposing any burden upon interstate commerce. 
I have tried and argued sixty-two of these cases, and the same have 
been submitted for decision. 

INSURANCE LITIGATION. 

An important case handled by this office for the Insurance Depart- 
ment is that of the Physicians' Defense Company of Indiana vs. Cooper, 
Insurance Commissioner, in the Circuit Court of the United States. 
By this action it was sought by the Physicians' Defense Company, 
plaintiff, to restrain and enjoin the Insurance Commissioner from 
interfering with the business of the corporation, it being maintained 
that said corporation was not engaged in the insurance business. Said 
corporation was attempting in California to issue to physicians and 
surgeons for a compensation, contracts by which it was undertaken to 
defend the holder of the contract against actions brought against said 
contract holder for damage in malpractice cases. This case was suc- 
cessfully defended by this office before the Circuit Court, and a judg- 
ment obtained, holding that the writing of such contracts was 
insurance business, and the judgment of the court, since the prepara- 
tion of this report has been in progress, has been affirmed by the 
United States Circuit Court of Appeals. 

This decision is of much importance and determines in favor of the 
jurisdiction of the Insurance Commissioner a most vexed question as 
to what constitutes insurance contracts under the laws of this State. 

LAND LITIGATION. 

A large number of proceedings have been commenced during the 
last two years against the State Surveyor General. Many reasons 
might be enumerated which have resulted in the bringing of these 
suits, such as defective foreclosure proceedings of certificates of pur- 
■ehase by district attorneys, in years gone by, carelessness in filing 
applications presented in the earlier years of the State Land Office, 
irrespective of the status of the land applied for; but the larger part 
of these suits may be divided into two classes: first, those to compel the 
filing of applications for state school lands; and, secondly, those to 
compel the approval of applications already filed. In the first class 
of cases, the applications were refused filing, for the reason that they 
covered lands which had, long prior to the tender thereof, been offered 
to the Government as bases for lieu lands selected by the State, and 
for which lieu lands the State had issued its certificates of purchase. 
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By the tender of these applications, it was intended to defeat the lieu, 
land applicants. As in many instances the applicants did not them- 
selves advance the filing fees, had never seen the lands applied for, and 
were all represented by one person, the transaction had more the 
appearance of a scheme planned by such person for his own profit, than 
a bona fide desire on the part of the applicants themselves to purchase 
the lands applied for, for their own use and benefit. In the second 
class, those to compel the approval of applications already filed, ap- 
provals were refused by reason of the fact that such lands were con- 
sidered by the State as having been withdrawn from sale by virtue 
of the so-called ** Thompson Act,'' and other recent legislation. It 
has been held that no vested rights are acquired by the mere filing of 
an application. If the position. of the State in this regard be true, 
the State will profit to the extent of about half a million dollars, as 
all this land can then be sold at public auction, by the State, and used 
as bases for lieu land selections. 

CRIMINAL APPEALS. 

During the last biennial there were 218 Criminal Appeals. During 
the present biennial there were 216, as follows : 

To the Supreme Court 21 

To the First District 90 

To the Second District 58 

To the Third District 45 

To the Supreme Court of United States 2 

Total :. 216 

There were hearings by the Supreme Court after decisions in District 
Courts of Appeal 1- 15 

Total cases briefed and argued 231 

In addition to this, 52 hearings by the Supreme Court were sought 
and 11 rehearings in District Courts of Appeal, many of which required 
answering briefs. 

Criminal Appeals were disposed of as follows: 

Decision for the people 139 

Decision for the defendants 33 

Cases pending 44 

216 

The two criminal appeals taken to the Supreme Court of the United 
States, and referred to in my last report were both decided in favor of 
the People, establishing the constitutionality of the law imposing the 
death penalty for assaults by life-term convicts in penitentiaries. 

Following the detail report of criminal cases hereafter set out is 
presented an analysis of the results of such cases. 
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OPINIONS. 

During the period covered by this report several hundred written 
opinions have been furnished to the various state officers, boards, and 
eommissions and district attorneys. We endeavor to make each of 
these opinions a brief upon the particular question discussed, and the 
opinion is prepared only after the most complete investigation of the 
law upon the subject has been made. 

Opinions rendered by this office during the past several years cover 
almost every question arising in the administration of state and county 
governments, and, if printed and thoroughly digested and indexed, 
would in the future be of greatest advantage to state, county, and 
municipal officers. Accordingly, I recommend that an act be passed 
providing for this work, and making an appropriation to cover the 
expense of the same. 

ABSTRACTS OF TITLE, CONTRACTS, BOND ISSUES, ETC. 

I have examined all contracts for the erection of State buildings 
and improvements, reported upon abstracts of title for the purchase 
of lands for the various State institutions, and have passed upon the 
sufficiency and approved bond issues purchased by the State, as follows : 



Name. 



Turlock 

Pleasanton Municipal Improvement 

Graham School District 

Dixon School District 

Madera City School District 

Santa Barbara Waterworks 

Huntington Park Union High School District. 

Oeary Street Railway (San Francisco) 

Selma Union High School District 

Portervllle School District— 

Hermosa Beach City School District 

Anaheim School District 

Anaheim Union High School District 

Lemoore City Sewer Bonds 

State Highway Bonds 

Orland Sewer and Waterworks Bonds 

Santa Barbara Waterworks Extension Tunnel 
Oalt Joint Union High School District 

Total - 





Amount. 


Premium. 


Rate. 


Nttt rate. 




160,000 00 
20,000 00 
25,000 00 
25,000 00 
75,000 00 
40.000 00 
15,000 00 
52,000 00 
60,000 00 
46,000 00 
25,000 00 
30,000 00 
70,000 00 
16,000 00 

100,000 00 
50,000 00 
39.000 00 
50,000 00 


$2,400 00 

20 CO 

900 00 

707 50 

3,575 00 

10 00 

500 00 


5 

4i 

5 

5 

5 

4i 

5 

4i 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

4 

5 

4i 
6 


$4 68 




4 49 




4 69 




409 




465 




450 




4 09 




4 50 




2,300 00 

2,550.00 

■945 00 

975 OO 

2,825 00 

335 00 


4 50 




4 47 




4 60 




4 48 




4 49 




480 




4 00 






5 00 




4 50 




4,606 10 


5 00 








$797,000 00 


$22,648 60 









Other bond issues for which the State's bid had been conditionally 
accepted were examined and disapproved, because of irregularity in 
their issuance. 

ELECTION LAWS. 

Many opinions relating to elections and election laws have been 
rendered by me to various officers having official duties to perform 
under such laws. These opinions have covered a wide range of inquiry, 
and questions difficult of solution. Some of these questions have been 
involved in several proceedings in court in which this office has appeared 
on behalf of the State or its officers. 
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One of such cases, and probably the most important in interest, was 
that of Sbarboro et al, vs. Jordan, before the Supreme Court, involving 
the construction of subdivision 2 of section 24 of the direct primary law 
relating to the nomination of presidential electors by the so-termed 
conventions composed of the successful legislative candidates, nominated 
at the September primary by each political party, and the so-called 
holdover State senators of that party. In that case it was established 
that there is no legal obligation upon the members of such convention 
to nominate presidential electors favorable to the candidates nominated 
by the national convention of the party bearing the same name. In 
addition it was held that there could be but one set of presidential 
electors nominated by such convention which must be the set nominated 
by the majority of the members thereof. 

Other cases have concerned the duties of the Secretary of State with 
respect to filing certificates of nomination and the manner in which 
candidates or questions should appear upon the ballot, and with respect 
to certifying to county clerks and registrars of voters in the respective 
counties the names of legislative candidates w^ho have filed nomination 
papers pursuant to the direct primary law. In one of these cases it 
was held that, pursuant to that law the Superior Court may correct a 
certificate made through error by a registrar of voters, and enjoin the 
Secretary of State from acting upon such erroneous certificates and 
from certifying to the county clerks the name of the candidate stated 
therein. 

The election laws are embodied in general statutes and in many 
sections of the Political Code. Owing to the enactment of these statutes 
without due regard to the code sections, and owing to the many amend- 
ments to code sections seemingly enacted without due reference to 
other sections bearing upon the same matter, much difficulty has been 
encountered in effecting a harmonious construction of all laws bearing 
upon the subject. For example, the direct primary law deals with 
matters also dealt with in sections of the Political Code and refers for 
procedure to matter contained in a section of that code which has since 
been amended and repealed as to the matter referred to. 

In this connection it should be noted that under the present provisions 
of the direct primary law, only those political parties can participate 
in the September primary that, at the last general election before the 
holding of such primary, polled at least three per cent of the entire 
vote of the State, or of the political division for which nominations 
are to be made, and the number of signatures that must be procured 
to nomination papers by a member of one of such parties, in order to 
participate in such primary is to be determined by taking a percentage 
of the highest vote polled for any candidate of such party who may 
have been the candidate of such party only at that last general election 
in such political division for which the nomination is to be made. 

Therefore, it would appear that, unless the present provisions of the 
direct primary law are changed, there are certain political parties that 
participated in the last general election held in November, 1912, which 
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will not be entitled to partieipate in the primary to be held in Sep- 
tember, 1914, for the nomination of candidates for state offices. Thus, 
there would be no method of determining such percentages in the case 
of parties whose electors for President and Vice-President appeared 
upon the ballot at the last general election as the candidates of more 
than one party, for electors for President and Vice-President were the 
only candidates who were voted for throughout the entire State at 
that general election. 

It would appear wise to have a general revision and. codification of 
all laws bearing upon the subject of elections. 

While it is true that in no instance in which our present election laws 
have been reviewed by the courts have they been held to be unconsti- 
tutional, a revision and codification as suggested would save much 
inconvenience and annoyance, and render the objects of the law simple 
and certain of ascertainment. 

ANTI-TRUST LAW. 

This office has frequently had occasion to consider particularly and 
carefully the provisions of the anti-trust law of this State, and its 
application to certain existing commercial conditions and relations. 
We have found the provisions of said statute inadequate, involved, and 
of doubtful legality. 

Attacks upon the law have been based upon several grounds, principal 
among which have been attacks upon the constitutionality as well as 
the application of the statute, by reason of amendments thiereto made 
by the legislature of 1909. One of these amendments then injected 
into the law a *'proinso" to the effect that no combination should be 
deemed to be unlawful, the object and business of which is to conduct 
its operations **at a reasonable profit,'' or **to market at a reasonable 
profit those products which cannot be otherwise so marketed," and a 
further **proviso^^ legalized intercorporate control. By this amendment 
the control of the stock of tiHe or more corporations by anothigr corpora- 
tion engaged in the manufacture or sale of commodities of like or 
similar character, has been specifically countenanced. 

With much reason it is contended that these amendments to the 
anti-trust act have resulted in legalizing monopolies as effectively as 
legislation could accomplish such result, and nullified the entire purpose 
of the statute. Intercorporate control is one of the most- effective 
methods of creating and maintaining a trust, and, with res5)ect to the 
other ^^ proviso'' mentioned, no criterion is established by the statute 
to indicate what constitutes a ** reasonable combination" or a combina- 
tion or association of persons **for the purpose of conducting their 
operations at a reasonable profit." 

Irrespective of the question of constitutionality of the statute because 
of the amendments noted, the operation of the law is practically 
suspended as a result of the effect that must be ac^jorded these 
'* provisos." Prom various parts of the State at different times this 
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office has received information indicating the existence and operation 
of a number of combinations in restraint of trade. In each investiga- 
tion we have been confronted with the provisions of the statute before 
mentioned, as well as the inadequacy of its penalties and remedies. 
Pines imposed upon either person or corporation violating the l&w 
accomplish nothing, for the consumer ultimately pays the same in the 
price thereafter charged for the trust commodity. Misdemeanor 
sentences are without results. An anti-trust law carrying only such 
penalties for its violation can never be made effective. 

The experience of the Federal Government and of various states has 
demonstrated that the only efficient anti-trust law is one that makes 
violation thereof a felony punishable by imprisonment in state's prison, 
that accomplishes the immediate forfeiture of the corporation's charter, 
and forces a winding Mp of its busiqess l^ a sale and distribution of 
its property. 

With an adequate statute carrying stich penalties, violations of the 
law will not be frequent, and ample means will have been provided for 
the protection of the public when violations occur. 

FEES FOR STATE BUSINESS. 

* In the conduct of cases for the State, the question often arises of 
the right of officials to require the payment of fees by the State for 
the rendition of necessary services. The statute on this point is vague, 
and should be made more specific. Some officials have refused to do 
the work without the prepayment of fees; others have done the work 
and immediately demanded payment. The statute should be amended, 
making it clear that no fees are to be paid by the State for such services. 

QUO WARRANTO SUITS. 

During the last two years there have been 22 applications to use the 
name of the State in quo warranto proceedings. Under the rules adopted 
for the consideration of these questions, a full showing of both the law 
and the facts has been required for use in determining the application. 

As will be seen by reference to the attached report, 13 applications 
were granted and 9 denied. 

STATE BOARDS, ETC. 

From other sources there will be presented to you reports of the 
proceedings of the several boards and commissions of which the Attorney 
General is ex officio a member. 

JUDGMENTS. 

No money judgment? have been rendered against the State during 
the period covered by this report. 
Respectfully submitted. 

U. S. WEBB, 
Attorney General. 
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CASES IN THE UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT. 

Delia Moffitt et al vs. M. J, Kelly, Treasurer of the County of Alameda. 
In the Matter of the Estate of James Moffitt, Deceased. Order of 
Superior Court fixing collateral inheritance tax on widow's community 
interest. Appeal to the Supreme Court of California. Judgment 
affirmed. Writ of error granted to United States Supreme Court. 
Affirmed. Closed. 

The People, etc. vs. J. W. Finley. Convicted of assault with a deadly 
weapon by prisoner. Superior Court of Sacramento County; and 
sentenced to death. Judgment affirmed by Supreme Court of the State 
of California. Writ of error allowed to United States Supreme Court. 
Affirmed. Closed. 

The People vs. Jacob Oppenheimer, Convicted of assault with a 
deadly weapon by prisoner; in the Superior Court of Marin County. 
Affirmed by the Supreme Court of the State of California. Writ of 
error allowed to the Supreme Court of the United States. Affirmed. 
Closed. 

Wm. Muir et al. vs. The United States of America, and the State of 
California et al. To quiet title of defendants to the lands described 
in the complaint. Demurrer sustained to complaint. Plaintiffs 
appealed to United States Circuit Court of Appeal. Affirmed. Writ 
of error to United States Supreme Court. Ready. 



CASES IN THE UNITED STATES CIRCUIT COURT OF APPEAL. 

Physicians Defense Company, a corporation, vs. E. C. Cooper, Insur- 
ance Commissioner. Complaint for injunction in Circuit Court of 
United States to restrain defendant as Insurance Commissioner from 
interfering with the business of plaintiff under the insurance laws of 
the state. Judgment for defendant. Plaintiff appealed. Submitted. 

Deseret Water, Oil and Irrigation Company, a corporation, vs. The 
Stateof CaUfomia, in the Circuit Court of the United States to condemn 
a section of state school land. Demurrer sustained. Plaintiff appealed. 
Ready. 

CASES IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, 
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA. 

The Crocker National Bank of San Francisco, a corporation, vs. E. D. 
Roberts, as State Treasurer. To recover $40,858.44 franchise tax. 
Demurrer filed. Dropped from calendar. J 

Mercantile National Bank of San Francisco, a corporation, vs. E. D. 
"Roberts, as State Treasurer. To recover $36,612.64 franchise tax. 
Demurrer filed. Dropped from calendar. 




16 BBPOBT OF THE ATTOBNSY OEKEBAK 

CIVIL CASES IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF 

CALIFORNIA. 

The People, etc. vs. Bank of San Luis Obispo. San Luis Obispo 
County, to declare defendant insolvent and appoint a receiver. Judg- 
ment for plaintiff as prayed. Defendant appealed from motion for 
new trial. Affirmed. Closed. 

James E. Messenger vs» W. 8. Khigsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Contra Costa County. Mandate to compel defendant to file applica- 
tion for purchase of certain tide lands. Judgment for plaintiff. Appel- 
late Court, First District, affirmed judgment. Rehearing granted by 
Supreme Court. Reversed. Closed. 

H. K. Mulford Company vs. C. F. Curry, as Secretary of State, etc. 
Mandate to compel filing of designation of agent by foreign corpora- 
tion. Writ ordered issued. Closed. 

The People of the State of California, by U. S. Webb, Attorney 
General, vs. Southern Pacific Railway Company, et al. Los Angeles 
County. To quiet title to certain tide lands on San Pedro HarJ»or. 
Judgment for plaintiff. Defendants appeal. Submitted. 

The People of the State of California, by U. S. Webb, Attorney 
General, vs. Southern Pacific Company, et al. Same county, nature 
of action, and proceedings as above case. 

The People of the State of California, by U. S. Webb, Attorney 
General, vs. Southern Pacific Railroad Company, et al. Same county, 
nature of action and proceedings as above case. 

The People of the State of California, by U. S. Webb, Attorney 
General vs. Banning Company, et.al. Same county, nature of action, 
and proceedings as above. 

The People of the State of California, by U. S. Webb, Attorney 
General, vs. Banning Company, et al. Same county, nature of action, 
and proceedings as above. 

The People of the State of California, by U. S. Webb, Attorney 
General, vs. California Fish Company^ et al. Same county, nature of 
action, and proceedings as above. 

The People of the State of California, by U. S. Webb, Attorney 
General, vs. Banning Company, et al. Same county, nature of action, 
and proceedings as above. 

The People of the State of California, by U. S. Webb, Attorney 
General vs. Banning Company, et al. Same county, nature of action, 
and proceedings as above. 

The People of the State of California, by U. S. Webb, Attorney 
General vs. Banning Company, et al. Same county, nature of action, 
and proceedings as above. 

The People of the State of California^ by U. S. Webb, Attorney 
General, vs. Southern Pacific Railroad Company, ft al. Same county, 
nature of action, and proceedings as above. 
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The People of the State of California, hy U, 8. Webb, Attorney 
General, vs. Hancock Banning, et aL Same county, nature of action, 
and proceedings as above. 

James H. Parkinson as Executor vs. Hiram TV. Johnson as Governor . 
Petition for writ of mandate to compel Assembly Bill No. 208 to be 
certified as a law. Petition dismissed. Closed. 

Tidewater Southern Railway Company, a corporation, vs. Frank C 
Jordan^ as Secretary of State, Petition for writ of mandate to compel 
respondent to file certificate of bonded indebtedness. Writ granted. 
Closed. 

Fred Miller vs. A. J. Pillsbury, et al,, as Industrial Accident Board. 
Petition for writ of mandate to compel defendants to file claim for 
damages against the State. Submitted. 

Continental Building and Loan Association, a corporation, vs. The 
Superior Court of the City and County of San Francisco and J, M. 
Seawell, Judge thereof. Petition for writ of prohibition against 
proceeding with suit against plaintiflE. Petition denied. Closed. 

San Diego and Arizona Railway Company, a corporation, vs. Cali- 
fornia State Board of Equalization, et al. Petition for writ of mandate 
to compel assessment of property of petitioner as operative property. 
Submitted. 

City and County of San Francisco vs. Edward Hyatt, as Superinten- 
dent of Public Instruction. Petition for writ of mandate to prevent 
appropriation of state school money under rule of State Board of 
Education defining a school day. First Appellate District. Ordered 
that writ issue. Rehearing granted by Supreme Court. Writ denied. 
Closed. 



CIVIL CASES IN THE DISTRICT COURTS OF APPEAL OF THE 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA. 

W. R. Barbee et al. vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. 
Sacramento County. Mandate to compel issuance of patent to plaintiflE. 
Judgment for defendant. PlaintiflE appealed to Third Appellate Dis- 
trict Court. Judgment aflfirmed. Closed. 

Standard Investment Company vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor 
General, etc. Sacramento County. 'Mandate to compel issuance of 
patent to state land. Judgment for def^ftdant and plaintiflE appealed 
to Third Appellate District Court. Judgment aflfirmed. Closed. 

Louis A. Hilborn vs. A. B. Nye, Controller. Third Appellate Dis- 
trict. Petition for writ of mandate to allow claim. Writ denied. 
Petition that Supreme Court hear denied. Closed. 

Deseret Water, Oil and Irrigation Company^ a corporation, vs. State 
^f California. Third Appellate District. To condemn school land for 
irrigation ditch. Judgment for plaintiflE. Superior Court Mono - 

County. Defendant appealed. Submitted. __ i 

2 — A-O 
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California Telephone and Light Company vs. Frank C. Jordan, as 
Secretary of State. Third Appellate District. Petition for writ of 
mandate to compel respondent to file amended articles of incorporation. 
Ordered that writ issue. Petition that Supreme Court hear denied. 
Closed. 

Howard Huntington et at. vs. C. F, Curry, as Secretary of State. 
Third Appellate District. Petition for writ of mandate to compel 
respondent to file articles of incorporation of Los Angeles Railway 
Company. Ordered that writ issue. Closed. 



CIVIL CASES IN THE SUPERIOR COURTS OF THE STATE OF 

CALIFORNIA. 

Charles L. Hovey vs. M. J. Wright, etc. Sacramento County. 
Petition for writ of mandate to compel defendant to file plaintiff's 
application to purchase State lands. Demurrer of defendant oflf calen- 
dar, to be reset on motion. 

Edna M. Bolton vs. Victor H. Woods, etc. (Same court, nature, and 
proceedings as last case.) 

William R. Driesba^h vs. Victor H. Woods, etc. (Same court, nature, 
and proceedings as last case.) 

Philip 0. Galpin vs. Victor H. Woods, etc. (Same court, nature, and 
proceedings as last case.) 

Helen M. De Lanza vs. Victor H. Woods, etc. (Same court, nature, 
and proceedings as last case.) 

J. H. Whitman vs. Victor H. Woods, etc., M. Brandenstein, inter- 
venor. Alameda County. Petition for mandate to compel issuance to 
petitioner of patent to state school lands. Dismissed. Closed. 

Fred Raabe vs. A. B. Nye, etc. Sacramento County. To enjoin 
defendant from delivering warrant on transcript of judgment filed. 
Demurrer filed. 

Louis Pfeiffer vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Sacra- 
mento County. Mandate to compel defendant to refer land contest. 
Demurrer overruled and stipulation made for answer to be served on 
notice. 

John F. Dickson vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor Oeneral, etc. 
Sacramento County. Mandate to compel reference of land contest. 
Demurrer filed. 

The People, by N. Blackstock et al,. Bank Commissioners., vs. North 
American Trust Company of Los Angeles. Los Angeles County. To 
recover penalty for illegally transacting business and using the name 
** bank." Dismissed. Closed. 

Henry J. Stauffacher vs. The State. Sacramento County. To cancel 
patent to state lands and restore title to State. Dismissed. Closed. 

Victor E. Shaw vs. Victor H. Woods, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Alameda County. Mandate to compel defendant to locate land and 
file plaintiff's application to purchase same. Demurrer filed. 
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J, E. Lonergan vs. Victor H, Woods, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county and nature of action as above. Demurrer filed. 

J?. Nelson vs. W. 8, Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
county and nature of action as above case. Demurrer filed. 

WUliam C. Ramm vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county and nature of action as above. Answer filed. 

F. T. Pladwell vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county and nature of action as above case. Demurrer filed. 

Juanitz Bunzel vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action, and proceedings as above case. 

F. W. Strehl vs. W, S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. City 
and County of San Francisco. Same nature as last case. Answer filed. 

Jennie T. Lobb vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county and nature of action as above case. Answer filed. 

John A. Henshall vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county and nature of action as above. Demurrer filed* 

Louis E. Faulkner vs. Victor H. Woods, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Sacramento County. Same nature of action as above. Demurrer filed. 

Victor E. Shaw vs. Victor H. Woods, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action and proceedings as above. 

R. Albertson vs, W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
county and nature of action as above. Demurrer filed. 

Martha Gilman vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
county and nature of action as above. Demurrer filed. 

Caroline Knapp vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action and proceedings. 

County of Alameda vs. A. B. Nye, as Controller, etc. Alameda 
County. Mandate to compel respondent to allow petitioner to retain 
$62,235.00 proportionate State charge for collecting taxes for fifty- 
sixth, fifty-seventh, and fifty-eighth fiscal years. Demurrer sustained. 

D. A. Bender vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Sacra- 
mento County. Mandate to compel defendant to refer certain land 
contests for trial to Superior Court. Dismissed. Closed. 

The People of the State of California vs. The Pullman Company. 
City and County of San Francisco. To recover $36,519.33 delinquent 
taxes for 1907-08, attorneys' fees, and costs. Taxes paid. Closed. 

The People of the State of California vs. The Pullman Company. 
City and County of San Francisco. To recover $35,115.00 delinquent 
taxes 1908-09, attorneys' fees, and costs. Taxes paid. Closed. 

The People of the State of California vs. The Pullman Company. 
City and County of San Francisco. To recover $28,126.24 delinquent 
taxes 1909-10, attorneys' fees, and costs. Taxes paid. Closed. 

The People of the State of California vs. Walter N. Kelly. City and 
County of San Francisco. Replevin of two stands of silk flags, prop- 
erty of the National Guard of California, of the value of $1,000.00. 
Dismissed. Closed. 
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Kate D. Field vs. The State of California. Alameda County. To 
quiet title to certain lands described in complaint. Demurrer served 
and filed. Waiting decision in San Pedro cases. 

George Engwicht vs. W, R, Williams, State Treasurer et al. City 
and County of San Francisco. Creditors' suit to adminster $5,000.00 
deposited with State Treasurer by Pacific States Life Assurance Com- 
pany. Judgment for plaintiflE and receiver appointed. Closed. 

The People of the State of California, hy A, C, Irwin et ah, Railroad 
Commissioners, vs. The Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railroad Co, 
City and County of San Francisco. To recover $5,000.00 under section 
22 article 12 of the Constitution of the State. Transferred to Railroad 
Commission. Closed. 

Ole Olson vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Sacramento 
County. Ma>ndate to compel defendant to approve application for 
purchase of state lands. Dismissed. Closed. 

Herman C, Pfister vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county and nature of action. Demurrer filed. 

George B. McCord vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action and proceedings as above. 

James A. Stone vs. TV. S. Kingsbury, a^ Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

E. 0. McGrath vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

Lena Shepard vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county and nature of action. Dismissed. Closed. 

W. H. Studley vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action, and proceedings as above. Closed. 

Edgar Bonnemort vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county and nature of action. Demurrer filed. 

D. J. Gieger vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

Freeman M, Stone vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

Wm. K. Connaughty vs. W. S, Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county and nature of action. Dismissed. Closed. 

Bert Dace vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

Harry Westcott vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

Frank Little vs. W. Si Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
county, nature of action and proceedings as above. 

L. J. Abrams vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
county and nature of action. Demurrer filed. 

The People of the State of California, by U. S. Webb, Attorney 
General, vs. Southern Pacific Company et al. Los Angeles County. To 
forfeit that certain right of way for nonuser described in the complaint. 
Judgment for plaintiff. 
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Alva Udell vs. TV. S. Kingsbury^ <is Surveyor General, etc. Sacra- 
mento County. Mandate to compel order of reference in land contest. 
Judgment for defendant. Closed. 

National Casualty Company vs. W. B. Williams, State Treasurer, 
and E, Myron Wolf, Insurance Commissioner, et al. City and County 
of San Francisco. To recover of State Treasurer certificate of deposit 
of $5,000.00 of the Fidelity Mutual Aid Association. Answer filed. 

In the Matter of the Application of Preferred Mutual Life of Cali- 
fornia for Dissolution. County of Alameda. For dissolution of cor- 
poration. Judgment of dissolution made and entered. Closed. 

Alva Udell vs. W. S, Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Sacra- 
mento County. Mandate to compel defendant to file petition to 
purchase state land. Demurrer filed. 

H. G. Bedford et al. vs. The State of California and the Fish and 
Game Commissioners et al. Alameda County. Restitution of leased 
premises and $2,000 damages. Demurrer of State sustained without 
leave to amend. Closed. 

John T. Struven vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Sacramento County. Mandate to comjpel defendant to file petition to 
purchase state land. Demurrer filed. 

Frances A. Alberger vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action, and proceedings. 

J. A. Feeney vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor Gerieral, etc. Same 
county, nature of action, and proceedings. 

W. J. Anderson vs. W, S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action, and proceedings. 

Clinton C. Tripp vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action, and proceedings. 

C. C. Brookings vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action, and proceedings. 

Albert C. Lauritzen vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action, and proceedings. 

John E. Hansen vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action, and proceedings. 

Miller & Lux, incorporated, vs. Charles Keane et al. Fresno County. 
To restrain defendant, as State Veterinarian, from destroying plain- 
tiff's live stock. Answer filed. 

In the Matter of the Estate of Edward White, Deceased. San 
Joaquin County. Petition of certain alleged heirs for distribution. 
Demurrer of State sustained. Distribution denied. 

Thomas F. Chatfield vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Sacramento County. Mandate to compel defendant to file application 
to purchase land within line of Clear Lake. Submitted. 

D. C. Moore vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Sacra- 
mento County. Mandate to compel defendant to allow application to 
purchase State land. Demurrer filed. 

Benjamin Rosenberg vs. Charles Keane, State Veterinarian. City 
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and County of San Francisco. To restrain defendant from killing 
plaintiff's stock. Judgment for plaintiff. Closed. 

The People of the State of California vs. F. S, Stratton, Receiver of 
the Ocean Shore Railway Company, City and County of San Fran- 
cisco. To recover $2,204.96 t^xes. Taxes paid in full. Case dismissed. 
Closed. 

The People of the State of California, upon the complaint of the 
Building and Loan Commissioners, vs. Los Angeles Savings, Mortgage 
& Trust Company et ah Los Angeles County. To declare the defend- 
ant corporation unsafe, restrain it from doing business and appoint 
receiver. Judgment for defendant. Closed. 

James P. Lanahorne, Trustee, vs. The State of California. Alameda 
County. To quiet title to lands described. Demurrer filed. 

Charles Erickson et al vs. Charles Keane, State Veterinarian. 
Placer County. Injunction to restrain defendant from killing plain- 
tiffs' horses. Tried and submitted. 

John W. Havens vs. Louise Hillegras et al. Alameda County. To 
quiet title to lands described in complaint. Demurrer of State filed. 

People ex rel. A. B. Nye, State Controller, vs. The Rawhide Gold 
Mining Company, a corporation. Tuolumne County. To recover 
$2,007.73 taxes and penalties and interest from July 1, 1910, and costs. 
Taxes paid. Closed. 

The State of California et al vs. All Persons. City and County of 
San Francisco. To restore title to property of San Francisco Normal 
School. Decree made, entered and recorded. Closed. 

Wm. H. Fuller vs. W, S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Sacramento County. Mandate to compel reference of land contest. 
Judgment for defendant. Closed. 

The City of Los Angeles, etc. vs. Armede Garnett, et al. and the 
State of California. Los Angeles County. To condemn land for street. 
State's interest tax title. Stipulation made and filed. 

City of Piedmont, etc. vs. J. W. Laymance et al. and State of Cali- 
fornia. Alameda County. To condemn land. States claim for taxes. 
Stipulation made and filed. 

City of Pasadena, etc. vs. Wm. R. Staats et al. and State of Cali- 
fornia. Los Angeles County. Condemnation of land for street. Judg- 
ment for plaintiff. Closed. 

Wm. E. Wheeler vs. A. B. Nye, as State Controller, etc. Plumas 
County. To enjoin defendants from selling lands under tax deeds. 
Judgment for plaintiff. Closed. 

The People of the State of California, ex rel. A, B. Nye, State 
Controller, vs. Nevada California Power Company, a corporation. Inyo 
County. For $6,192.00 taxes, interest, penalties and costs. Judgment 
for plaintiff. Taxes paid jn full. Closed. 

Fred N. Figel vs. State of California. Santa Clara County. To 
recover $5,386.06 goods, etc., sold' to State. Answer to cross-complaint 
filed. 



. REPORT OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL. 23 

Bessie Thornton vs. All Persons. City and County of San Fran- 
cisco. To restore title. Demurrer of state filed. 

Geo, A. Mutter et at, vs. All Persons. City and County of San Fran- 
cisco. To restore title. Demurrer filed. 

City of Pasadena vs. Clara W. Rowland et aL and the State of Cali- 
fornia. To condemn land. State's interest taxes. Report of referee 
confirmed. Closed. 

The Spaulding Company, a corporation, vs. E. D. Roberts, as State 
Treasurer, Los Angeles County. To recover certain bonds deposited 
with defendant under Bank Act, plaintiff having abandoned business 
as such. Judgment for plaintiff. Motion for new trial pending. 

Lauritzen Company of San Francisco, a. corporation, vs. State of 
California. Sacramento County. To recover $39,500.00 for injury 
caused by Newtown Jetty. Demurrer filed. 

Wm. 8. Robinso^i vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Sacra- 
mento County. Mandate to compel defendant to accept application to 
purchase state land. Demurrer and notice filed. 

Louise B. Edes, etc. v^. State of California. Contra Costa County. 
To quiet title to certain marsh and tide lands described in complaint. 
Demurrer filed. 

Frank G. Drum vs. California Safe Deposit and Trust Company et 
at. and E. D. Roberts, State Treasurer. City and County of San Fran- 
cisco. Petition in suit People vs. California Safe Deposit and Trust 
Company for foreclosure of mortgage held by State Treasurer to secure 
trust funds. Answer filed. 

Charles W. Fay vs. State of California. City and County of San 
Francisco. To quiet title to property described in complaint. De- 
murrer filed. 

Nina D. Crittenden, etc., et at. vs. The State of California. Alameda 
County. To quiet title to lands described in complaint. Dismissed for 
want of jurisdiction. 

Sophie Lauritsen vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Sacra- 
mento County. Mandate to compel defendant to file applications to 
purchase land. Off calendar, to be restored on five days motion. 

W, L. Tromway vs. W. S. Kingsbury as Surveyor General, etc. 
Kern County. Mandate to compel defendant to file application to 
purchase land. Petition dismissed. Closed. 

John Gomes vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. City 
and County of San Francisco. Mandate to compel defendant to file 
application to purchase land. Demurrer filed. 

Henry N. turn Suden vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

Harry W. Lobb vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same county, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

Joseph Rosenberg, et aL, etc. vs. W, S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor 
General, etc. Sacramento County. Mandate to compel reference of 
land contests. Dismissed. Closed. 




24 REPORT OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL. 

Oeo. TV. Pezet vs. TV. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor Oeneral, etc. City 
and County of San Francisco. Mandate to compel defendant to file 
application to purchase land. Demurrer filed. 

Ed, B, Webster vs. TV. S, Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

L. S, Hawkhurst vs. TV. 8, Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, Same 
court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

People of the State of California ex rel. A, B. Nye, State Controller 
vs. The Rawhide Gold Mining Co,, a corporation, Tuolimine County. 
To recover $2,262.38 taxes 1910, interest and costs. Taxes paid. Closed. 

The People of the State of California vs. Samuel Brown, Frank 
Craycroft, John Doe et al, Kern County. To cancel application to 
purchase and quiet title to schocl land. Demurrer filed. 

Henry G, Tardy vs. W. S, Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
City and County of San Francisco. Mandate to compel defendant 
to file application to purchase land. Demurrer filed. 

E, D, Roberts as Treasurer and as mortagee, etc, vs. California Safe 
Deposit and Trust Company et al. City and County of San Fran- 
cisco. Petition in intervention to foreclose two mortgages held as 
trustee. Answer filed. 

Sacrdmento Electric Gas and Railway Company et cA, vs. California 
Safe Deposit and Trust Company et al. and E. D, Roberts, State Treas- 
urer, City and County of San Francisco. To recover from California 
Safe Deposit and Trust Company and its receiver sixty-five bonds and 
for sale of security held by State. Answer filed. 

State of California and E. D. Roberts, Treasurer thereof, etc, vs. 
N, TV. Halsey cfe Co., a corporation. County of Sacramento. To deter- 
mine validity of San Francisco harbor bonds. Judgment of validity 
made and entered. Closed. 

F, S, Lowell vs. TV. S, Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. City and 
County of San Francisco. Mandate to compel defendant to file appli- 
cation to purchase state land. Demurrer filed. 

Julia A, Hagar V3. TV. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, County 
of Orange. Mandate to require defendant to issue patent. Respondent 
thirty days to appear after notice. 

Hartford Fire Insurance Company, a corporation, vs. Frank C. 
Jordan as Secretary of State and E. D. Roberts as Treasurer, City and 
County of San Francisco. To recover license tax and penalties, $526.00. 
Judgment for plaintiff; new trial denied; defendants appeal. 

In the Matter of the Escheated Estate of Edward Blix, Sacramento 
County. To recover from State Treasurer escheated estate, $1,825.37. 
Answer filed. 

T, J. Ryan vs. W, S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, City and 
County of San Francisco. Mandate to compel defendant to file appli- 
cation to purchase state land. Demurrer filed. 

Sallie C, Miller vs. TV. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, City 
and County of San Francisco. Mandate to compel defendant to file 
application to purchase state land. Demurrer filed. 
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George B, Hill vs. W. 8, Kingsbury , as Surveyor Oeneraly etc. Same 
court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

City of San Francisco, a municipal corporation, vs. State Board of 
Control et al. and A. B. Nye, City and County of San Francisco. 
Mardate to compel to pay demand for improvement on water lot. 
Answer filed. 

Johan Alfred Matsson vs. The State of California, State Board of 
Harbor Commissioners et al. City and County of San Francisco. To 
recover $35,533.00 damages for death on Belt Line Railroad. Demurrer 
filed. 

The City of Los Angeles vs. J. T. Zeller et al. and the State of Cali- 
fornia. Los Angeles County. Condemnation of certain lands. Judg- 
ment for plaintiff. Closed. 

The Pullman Company, a corporation, V3. E. D. Roberts, as Treas- 
urer of the State of California. The City and County of San Fran- 
cisco. To recover $23,995.47 excess taxes paid by plaintiff under protest. 
Demurrer and motion to strike out argued and submitted. 

Bessie 6. Falvey vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
City and County of San Francisco. Mandate for duplicate certificate 
of purchase. Motion to strike out denied. 

August Sandell vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
City and County of San Francisco. Mandate to compel defendant to 
file application to purchase state land. Demurrer served. 

W. F. Heise vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

W. C. Kady vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

Lydia A. Reed vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

L. J. Archer et al. vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

W. A. Loring vs. W. S. Kingsbury as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

Frank H. Ayres vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
Same court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

Annie S. Austin vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Same 
courts nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

Fannie M. Austin vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. City 
and County of San Francisco. Same nature of action and proceedings 
as above. 

Wm. E. Bryan vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. Same 
court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

United Merchants Realty and Improvement Company, a corporation, 
vs. E. D. Roberts, as State Treasurer. City and County of San Fran- 
cisco. To recover $150.00 franchise tax. Tried and submitted. 

United Cigar Stores, a corporation, vs. E. D. Roberts, as State Treas- 
urer. City and County of San Francisco. To recover $700.00 fran- 
chise tax. Proceedings as above. Tried and submitted. 
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Bryant & May, Ltd., a corporation, vs. E. D, Roberts, as State Treas- 
urer. City and County of San Francisco. To recover $300.00 franchise 
tax. Submitted. 

Holbrook, Merrill & Stetson, a corporation, vs. E. D. Roberts, as 
State Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. To recover 
$746.38 franchise tax. Demurrer argued and submitted. 

Peoples Water Company, a corporation, vs. E. D. Roberts, as State 
Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. To recover $19,275.00 
franchise tax. Demurrer argued and submitted. 

H. L. Atkinson vs. E. D. Roberts, as State Treasurer. City and 
County of San Francisco. To recover $5,890.73 franchise tax. 
Demurrer argued and submitted. 

Hobart Estate Company, a corporation, vs. E. D. Roberts, as State 
Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. To recover $4,495.00 
franchise tax. Demurrer argued and submitted. 

Security Savings Bank, a corporation, vs. E, D. Roberts, as State 
Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. To recover $729.71 
franchise tax. Answer served. Tried and submitted. 

Spring Valley Water Company, a corporation, vs. E. D. Roberts, <is 
State Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. To recover 
$36,196.00 franchise tax. Demurrer argued and submitted. 

Wells Fargo & Co., a corporation, vs. E. D. Roberts, as State Treas- 
urer. City and County of San Francisco. To recover $24,061.59 
franchise tax. Demurrer and motion to strike out filed. Argued and 
submitted. 

Title Insurance and Trust Company, a corporation, vs. E. D, Roberts, 
as State Treasurer. Los Angeles County. To recover $4,813.32 fran- 
chise tax. Awaiting decision in other cases. 

County Bank of San Luis Obispo, a corporation, vs. E. D. Roberts, 
as State Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. To recover 
$328.64 franchise tax. Demurrer filed. Argued and submitted. 

2'he San Joaquin and Kings River Canal and Irrigation Company, a 
corporation, vs. E. D. Roberts, as State Treasurer. City and County of 
of San Francisco. To recover $1,900.00 franchise tax. Tried and 
submitted. 

Los Animas and San Joaquin Land Company, incorporated, a 
corporation, vs. E. D. Roberts, as State Treasurer. City and County of 
San Francisco. To recover $3,265.00 franchise tax. Tried and 
submitted. 

Miller & Lux, incorporated, a corporation, vs. E. D. Roberts, as State 
Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. To recover $10,295.00 
franchise tax. Tried and submitted. 

Oakland Brewing and Malting Company, a corporation, vs. E. D. 
Roberts, as State Treasurer, City and County of San Francisco. To 
recover $1,000.00 damages for franchise tax. Demurrer filed. 

Blue & Gold Brewing Company, a corporation, vs. E. D. Roberts, as 
State Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. To recover 
$1,500.00 damages for franchise tax. Demurrer filed. 
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The Colorado Fuel and Iron Company, a corporation, vs. E. D. 
Roberts, as State Treasurer, City and County of San Francisco. To 
recover $3,660.00 franchise tax. Argued and submitted. 

F. M. McAuliffe vS. E, D, Roberts, as State Treasurer. City and 
County of San Francisco. To recover $1,738.94 franchise tax. Demur- 
rer submitted. 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company, a corporation, vs. E. D. Roberts, 
as State Treasurer, City and County of San Francisco. To recover 
$41,000.45 franchise tax. Tried and submitted. 

Coast Counties Light and Power Company, a corporation, vs. E. D. 
Roberts, as State Treasurer, City and County of San Francisco. To 
recover $1,693.99 franchise tax. Tried and submitted. 

The Bank of California National Association, a corporation, vs. E, 
D, Roberts, a^s State Treasurer, City and County of San Francisco. 
To recover $155,315.88, $6,278.67, $1,201.01, and $4,697.62 franchise 
tax. Tried and submitted. 

W. F, Hoffman et aL, etc., vs. The People of the State of California, 
Solano County. To authorize sale of real estate described in complaint. 
Judgment as prayed. Closed. 

The Cudahy Packing Company, a corporation, vs. E. D. Roberts, as 
State Treasurer. Los Angeles County. To recover $2,500 and $86.22 
franchise tax. Demurrer filed. 

Kennedy Mining and Milling Company vs. E. D. Roberts, as State 
Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. To recover $750.00 
franchise tax. Tried and submitted. 

Nevada Petroleum Company vs. E. D. Roberts, as State Treasurer, 
City and County of San Francisco. To recover $3,300.00 franchise 
tax. Argued and submitted. 

San Pedro, Los Angeles and Salt Lake Railroad Company vs. E. D. 
Roberts, as State Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. To 
recover $558.99 and interest, franchise tax. Demui^rer filed. 

Morris W. Wilsey vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. City 
and County of San Francisco. Mandate to compel defendant to file 
application to purchase state land. Demurrer filed. 

W, C, Kady vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, Same court, 
nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

Lucy Churchill Fay vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. 
Same court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

Jeremiah B. Delainey vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. 
Same court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

W. P. Ainsworth vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Same 
court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

Mary Leete Tucker vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Same 
court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

F, M. Smith vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Same 
court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

Jacob Isaacson vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Same 
court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 
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Mark H. Shctdinger vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. 
Same court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

John T. Costello vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor Oeneral. Same 
court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

V. Sartori vs. W. 8, Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Same court, 
nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

Chas, L, Pierce vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Same 
court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

Alfred Cords vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Same 
court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

T, E. Hanley vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Same 
court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

Maud Cords vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Same court, 
nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

Dave L. Gershon vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Same 
court, nature of actiou, and proceedings as above. 

Geo. M. Clough vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Same 
court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

M. E. Dillon vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Same 
court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

John H. Davis vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Same 
court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

Herbert L, Kemp vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Same 
court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

W. M. Kreiss vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Same 
court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

Chester S. Parker V3. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Same 
court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

John P. Nichol vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Same 
court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

Lillian Aiken vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Same 
court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

H. G. Borst vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Same court, 
nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

J. C. Hirschman vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Same 
court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

Louis Gottheim vs. W. 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Same 
court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 
• Bertain Chas. Brown vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. 
Same court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

Virgil Reed vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Same court, 
nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

J. H. Jordan vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Same court, 
nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

B. M. Aikins vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Same court, 
nature of action, and proceedings as above. 
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L: O, Parker vs. W, 8. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Same court, 
nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

Janie Reed vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Same court, 
nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

Fred J. H. Bickon et at. etc, vs. James A. Johnston et at. etc, and W. 
F. McClure, State Engineer. City and County of San Francisco. To 
compel allowance of claim for $3,270.00. Amended petition filed. 

T. J. Butts vs. E. D. Roberts, as Treasurer, and A. B. Nye, Controller. 
City and County of San Francisco. To restrain sale of India Basin 
lK)iids. Demurrer sustained. Closed. 

The State of California vs. The California Safe Deposit and Trust 
Company, a corporation. City and County of San Francisco. Peti- 
tion to compel receiver of bank in liquidation to pay $11,790.30 delin- 
<|Xient taxes. Petition and agreed statement of facts filed. 

Fred H. Rickon and R. Ehrhart, etc. vs. The State of California. 
City and County of San Francisco. To receive $3,270.00 damages under 
<3ontract for work on San Jose Normal School. Demurrer filed. 

D. W. Shatter vs. 2'he State of California, Yolo County Consolidated 
Water Company et al. Lake County. To condemn dam site. Demur- 
rer sustained. 

Pacific Power Company, a corporation, \^. The State of Calif or^iia et 
4iL etc. Mono County. To condemn state lands. Demurrer filed. 

City of Oakland, a municipal corporation, vs. Sarah Jane Fox Kelsey 
^t al. and the State of California. Alameda County. Stipulation filed. 

M. Syme vs. E. D. Roberts, as State Treasurer. City and County of 
San Francisco. To recover $12,485.00 franchise tax. Demurrer filed. 
Argued and submitted. 

Dollar Steamship Line, a corporation, vs. E. D. Roberts, State 
Treasurer, etc. City and County of San Francisco. To recover $1,196.00 
franchise tax. Answer filed. Tried and submitted. 

In re Escheated Estate of Andre Rickard, deceased, Harry .W. Leon- 
ard, administrator, etc. vs. T'he State of California. Sacramento 
County. To set aside Escheat of $462.25 to State in above estate. 
Answer filed. 

Wilbur G. Ziegler vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, etc. 
City and County of San Francisco. Mandate to compel defendant to 
file application to purchase state land. 

Jensine P. Emille vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Same 
court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

W. N. Daviess et al. vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Same 
court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

Alice Trimble et al. vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Same 
court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

. August Manasse vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Same 
court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

Chester S. Parker vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Same 
court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 




30 REPORT OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL. 

C. S, Wightman et al vs. W. S. Kingsbury, a$ Surveyor General, 
Same court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

W. E. Rathke vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General, Same 
court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

H. B. Lyon vs. W. 8, Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Same court, 
nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

Clarence Shuey vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Same . 
court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

F. A. Hooper vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Same 
court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

American Bridge Company of New York, a corporation, vs. E. D. 
Roberts, as State Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. 
To recover $50.00 franchise tax. Demurrer filed. 

Allis Chalmers Company, a corporation, vs. E. D. Roberts, as State 
Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. To recover $335.00 
franchise tax. Demurrer filed. 

Consolidated Heat, Light and Power Company, a corporation, vs. 
E, D. Roberts, as State Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. 
To recover $1,294.44 franchise tax. Demurrer filed. Argued and 
submitted. 

Jacob Z. Davis Estate Company, a corporation, vs. E. D. Roberts, as 
State Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. To recover 
$250.00 franchise tax. Demurrer filed. Argued and submitted. 

Joshua Hendy Iron Works, a corporation, vs. E. D. Roberts, as State 
Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. To recover $200.00 
franchise tax. Demurrer filed. 

Dolbeer Carson Lumber Company, a corporation, vs. E. D. Roberts, 
as State Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. To recover 
$2,000.00 franchise tax. Demurrer filed. 

James G. Walker Company, a corporation, vs. E. D. Roberts, as State 
Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. To recover $175.00 
franchise tax. Demurrer filed. 

Westinghouse Electric and Manufacturing Company, a corporation, 
vs. E. D. Roberts, as State Treasurer. City and County of San Fran- 
cisco. To recover $2,700.00 franchise tax. Demurrer filed. Argued 
and submitted. 

Standard Lumber Company, a corporation, vs. E. D. Roberts, as State 
Treasurer. City and county of San Francisco. To recover $750.00 
franchise tax. Demurrer filed. 

Northwestern Mutual Life Insurance Company^ a corporation, vs. 
E. D. Roberts, as State Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. 
To recover $10,294.32 franchise tax. Answer filed. 

National Tube Company, a corporation, vs. E. D. Roberts, as State 
Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. To recover $28.88 
franchise tax. Demurrer filed. 

Matson Navigation Company, a corporation, vs. E. D. Roberts, as 
State Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. To. recover 
$2,400.00 franchise tax. Demurrer filed. Argued and submitted. 
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J. B. Inderrieden Company, a corporation, vs. E. D. Roberts, as 
State Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. To recover 
$75.00 franchise tax. Demurrer filed. 

Humboldt Northern Railway Company, a corporation, vs. -B. D. 
Roberts, as State Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. To 
recover $2,499.06 franchise tax. Demurrer filed. 

American Steel and Wire Company, a corporation, vs. E. D, Roberts, 
as State Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. To recover 
$3,000.00 franchise tax. Demurrer filed. 

Honolulu Consolidated Oil Company, a corporation, vs. E. D. 
Roberts, as State Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. To 
recover $800.00 franchise tax. Demurrer filed. 

Lake Tahoe Railway and Transportation Company, a corporation, vs. 
E. D. Roberts, as State Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. 
To recover $978.68 franchise tax. Answer filed. 

C. A. Smith Lumber Company, a corporation, vs. E. D, Roberts, as 
State Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. To recover 
$750.00 franchise tax. Demurrer filed. Argued and submitted. 

C. A. Smith Timber Company, a corporation, vs. E. D. Roberts, as 
State Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. To recover 
$16,450.00 franchise tax. Demurrer filed. Argued and submitted. 

C. A. Smith Redwood Company, a corporation, vs. E. D. Roberts, as 
State Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. To recover 
$200.00 franchise tax. Demurrer filed. Argued and submitted. 

C. A. Smith Sugar Pine Company, a corporation, vs. E. D. Roberts, 
as State Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. To recover 
$100.00 franchise tax. Demurrer filed. Argued and submitted. 

Rhode Island Insiirance Company, a corporation, vs. E. D. Roberts, 
as State Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. To recover 
$43.40 franchise tax. Demurrer filed. 

Standard Marine Insurance Company, a corporation, vs. E. D. 
Roberts, as State Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. To 
recover $1,052.04 franchise tax. Demurrer filed. 

Maritime Insurance Company, a corporation, vs. E. D. Roberts, as 
State Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. To recover 
$872.74 franchise tax. Demurrer filed. 

Chas. Brown & Sons, a corporation, vs. E. D. Roberts, as State 
Treas%rer.. City and County of San Francisco. To recover $150.00 
franchise tax. Demurrer and motion to strike out filed. Argued and 
submitted. 

J. G. James Company, a corporation, vs. E. D. Roberts, as State 
Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. To recover $320.00 
franchise tax. Demurrer and motion to strike out filed. Argued and 
submitted. 

Livingston Bros,, Incorporated, a corporation, vs. E. D. Roberts, as^ 
State Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. To recover 
$150.00 franchise tax. Demurrer and motion to strike out filed. 
Argued and submitted. 
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CaUfomiif, Canneries Company, a corporation, vs. E, D. Roberts, as 
Statfi Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. To recover 
$200.00 franchise tax. Demurrer and motion to strike- out filed. 
Argued and submitted. 

Western Grain and Sugar Products Company, a corporation, vs. 
E. I). Roberts, as State Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. 
To recover $500.00 franchise tax. Demurrer and motion to strike out 
filed. Argued and submitted. 

Neustadter Brothers, a corporation, vs. E. D, Roberts, as State Treas- 
urer, City and County of San Francisco. To recover $1,100.00 fran- 
chise tax. Demurrer and motion to strike out filed. Argued and 
submitted. 

Fontana Development Company, a corporation, vs. E, D. Roberts, as 
State Treasurer, City and County of San Francisco. To recover 
$300.00 franchise tax. Demurrer and motion to strike out filed. 
Argued and submitted. 

Haas Brothers, a corporation, vs. E, D, Roberts, as State Treasurer. 
City and County of San Francisco. To recover $600.00 franchise tax. 
Demurrer and motion to strike out filed. Argued and submitted. 

E. Martin & Co., a corporation, vs. E, D. Roberts, as State Treasurer. 
City and County of San Francisco. To recover $250.00 franchise tax. 
Demurrer and motion to strike out filed. Argued and submitted. 

Murphy, Grant & Co., a corporation, vs. E. D. Roberts, as State 
Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. To recover $1,000.00 
franchise tax. Demurrer and motion to strike out filed. Argued and 
submitted. 

San Francisco, Midway Oil Company, a corporation, vs. E. D. 
Roberts, as State Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco, To 
recover $48.00 franchise tax. Answer filed. Argued and submitted. 

Lyon & Hoag, a corporation, vs. E. D. Roberts, as State Treasurer. 
City and County of San Francisco. To recover $49.00 franchise tax. 
Answer filed. 

Realty Improvement Company, a corporation, vs. E. D. Roberts, as 
State Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. To recover 
$74.00 franchise tax. Answer filed. 

Boston Investment Company, a corporation, vs. E, D. Roberts, as 
State. Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. To recover 
$48.00 franchise tax. Answer filed. 

Bakers Beach Land Company, a corporation, v^. E. D. Roberts, as 
State Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. To recover 
$48.00 franchise tax. Answer filed. 

i The People of the State of California, by U. S. Webb, Attorney Gen- 
eral et al. etc. vs. Continental Building and Loan Association, a corpo- 
ration. City and County of San Francisco. To declare defendant doing 
an unsafe business. Answer filed. 

Continental Building and Loan Association, a corporation, vs. Geo. 
fif. Walker, as Building and Loan Commissioner, etc City and County 



REPORT OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL. 33 

of San Francisco. For injnnction to restrain from taking possession 
of assets. Demurrer filed. 

Westfrn Grain and Sugar Products Cotnpany, a corporation, vs. 
E, D. Fohcrts, as State Treasurer. City and County of San Francisco. 
To rec*over $750.00 franchise tax 1912. Answer filed. 

Alva VdiU vs. Franlx C. Jordan, as Secretary of State, City and 
County of San Francisco. Injunction to restrain defendant from 
issuing certificates to candidates nominated for presidential electors 
and from putting names on ballot. Demurrer sustained, order to show 
cause discharged. Closed. 

Thomas F. Finn vs. Frank C. Jordan, as Secretary of State. City 
and County of San Francisco. To restrain defendant from certifying 
name of John F. Twomey as candidate for State Senator. Injunction 
granted. Closed. 

Xorthfrn Commercial Company, a corporation, vs. Frank C. Jordan, 
as Secretary of State. City and County of San Francisco. To restrain 
defendant from reporting plaintiff as delinquent in payment of its 
license tax. Demurrer filed. 

Xorthern Navigation Company, a corporation, vs. Frank C. Jordan, 
as Secretary of State. City and County of San Francisco. To restrain 
defendant from reporting plaintiff delinquent in paj^ment of its license 
tax. Demurrer filed. 

Aalwyns Law Institute, a corporation, vs. E. D. Roberts, as State 
Treasurer and individually. City and (Jounty of San Francisco. To 
recover license taxes of various corporations aggregating $4,000.00 on 
ground that law is unconstitutional. Demurrers filed. 

James W. Cochrane vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. 
Sacramento County. ]\randate to compel defendant to file application 
to purchase state land. Demurrer filed. 

Rockwell L. Stone vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Same 
court, nature of action, and proceedings as above. 

John ^V. Rapple et al. vs. Frank C. Jordan. Sacramento County. 
Mandate to compel defendant to file articles of incorporation. Judg- 
ment for defendant. Closed. 

Chas. 3/. Bredhoff vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Sacra- 
mento County. Mandate to compel defendant to refer land contest. 
Tried and submitted. 

W. J. Donovan vs. W. S. Kingsbury, as Surveyor General. Sacra- 
mento County. Mandate to compel defendant to approve application 
to purchase land. Demurrer filed. 

E. M. Lockard vs. W. S. Kingsbury,, as Surveyor General. Sacra- 
mento County. ^Mandate to recognize assigned certificate of purchase 
of state land and to show amount paid thereon. Amended demurrer 
filed. 

John F. Dickson vs. Fred Eaton and the State of California, Kern 
County. To condemn land. Demurrer of State filed. 

3— A-G 
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State Improvement-Development Company, a corporation, vs. C. ^^\ 
Laininger, Registrar U. 8. Land Office, and W. 8. Kingsbury, Registrar 
State Land Office. Shasta County. To enjoin Registrar from acting 
in lieu land selection and require Kingsbury to issue patent. Demurrer 
of Kingsbury filed. 

In the Matter of the Escheated Estate of Anna Christiana Walker, 
deceased. Sacramento County. To receive escheated estate $626.60. 
Judgment for heirs. Closed. 

J. Q, Martine vs. M, R. Beard et al. Sacramento County. To quiet 
title to armory property. Judgment for plaintiflE. Closed. 

The People of the State of California, ex rel. A. B. Nye vs. The Fol- 
lowing Corporations. Sacramento County. To recover franchise taxes 
for the year 1911 : 

Acme Retort Company $50 00 $6 25 

Addison Pump Company 100 00 12 50 

Ames and Harris 300 00 37 50 

American and English Law Book Company 100 00 12 50 

American Hawaiian Mahogany Lumber Company 50 00 6 25 

American Milling Company 50 00 6 25 

American Machine and Tool Company 100 00 12 50 

American Niter Chemical Company 50 00 6 25 

American Shingle Register Company 50 00 6 25 

Artistic Hardwood and Fixture Company 50 00 6 25 

Atlas Realty Company 50 00 6 25 

American Patent Development Company 2O0 00 25 00 

Automatic Printing Company 50 00 6 25 

Barroll & Co 100 00 12 50 

Bay Point Construction Company 50 00 6 25 

Ben J. Goldman Company '. 50 00 6 25 

Bexhill Window Casement Company 100 00 12 50 

Brown Strauss & Co 100 00 12 50 

Brown & Power 50 00 6 25 

Burlingame Realty Company 100 00 12 50 

California American Mercantile Company 50 00 6 25 

Burlingame Investment Company 50 00 6 25 

California-Arizona Pipe Line Company 100 00 12 50 

Calif omia . Bag and Paper Company 75 00 9 38 

California Credit Clothing Company 50 00 6 25 

California Holding Company 50 00 6 25 

California Iron and Smelting Company 50 00 , 6 25 

California Meat Company 50 00 6 25 

California Mineral Land Company 100 00 12 50 

California Monorail Car Company 500 00 62 50 

California Oil Extracting Company 50 00 6 25 

California Plumbing Supply Company 100 00 12 50 

Cambers Hayes Company 50 00 6 25 

Canyon Investment Company .50 00 6 25 

Carisa Chemical Company 50 00 6 25 

Carlisle Keim & Co 75 00 9 38 

Carnelian Bay Improvement Company 45 00 5 63 

Castella Box Company 60 00 7 50 

C. A. Warren & Co 100 00 12 50 

C. Demebrak & Co 50 00 6 25 

Century Electric Company of Alameda County 50 00 6 25 

Central California Wine and Distilling Company 50 00 6 25 

Champion Investment Company 50 00 6 25 

Chung Sun Wo Company 75 00 9 38 

Clipper Mills Lumber Company 75 00 9 38 

Coast Bonds Corporation 50 00 6 25 

Coflfroth Enterprises 100 00 12 50 
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The Commercial RefiUable Bottle Stopper $50 00 

Consolidated Stationers Company 250 00 

Consolidated Motor Sales Company 50 00 

Co-Operative Salt Company 50 00 

Continental Hospital Association. 100 00 

The Co-Operative Building Company 100 00 

Crocker Realty Company 100 00 

Crown City Investment Company 50 00 

Davis and Dranga Company 100 00 

The Dominion Security Company 50 00 

Douglas Clay Products Company , 50 00 

The Door Knob Alarm Company 50 00 

Downieville-Graniteville Express, Livery and Stage Company 50 00 

Dorman Dry Goods Company 50 00 

Dnffey Bros. Company 100 00 

E. A. Fargo Company 50 00 

Eastman Brothers 50 00 

El Montecito Inn Company 50 00 

EI Reposo Sanitorium Company 150 00 

East Street Improvement Company 50 00 

Empire Land and Water Corporation 150 00 

Empire Brewing Company. Taxes paid; dismissed 50 00 

The Eureka Well Supply Company 50 00 

Everett-Haly Lumber Company 50 00 

F. A. Boole Lumber Company 50 00 

Ewell Russell Fruit Company 50 00 

Federated Cleaning and Dye Works 100 00 

The Federal Development Company 200 00 

Ferguson Pump and Construction Company 50 00 

Federal Realty Syndicate 50 00 

Fillmore Arcade Company 50 00 

Field and Walton Incorporated 50 00 

Fisher Aero Craft Construction Company 50 00 

Fillmore Amusement Company 50 00 

Florida Citrus Nursery Company 50 00 

Forest Park Company. Taxes paid; dismissed 125 00 

The Forsman Self Filling Tank Company 75 00 

Furnace and Products Company 50 00 

F. P. Cutting Company 50 00 

Gluck-Hazell Company 75 00 

George Fritch Company ^ 50 00 

Hanley Mercantile Company 100 00 

Globe Travelogue Company 50 00 

Harlow Bricca Company : 75 00 

Helbush Mercantile Company, Inc 50 00 

Heselwood Hydraulic Vacuum Condenser and Manufacturing Co. 50 00 

Henshaw, Bulkley & Co 200 00 

H. W. Bogen, Inc 150 00 

Honeylake Land and Cattle Company. Taxes paid ; dismissed- 100 00 

Improved Collar Company 200 00 

Industrial Banking and Trust Company 100 00 

Invincible Renovatory Sales Company of California 50 00 

Italian American Cigar Company 50 00 

Italian American Marble and Alabaster Company 50 00 

Jerome Bassity Mercantile Company 50 00 

J. Smith & Company 75 00 

J. Smith Realty Company 75 00 

Kern County Investment Company 500 00 

Lafayette Investment Company 200 00 

Land and Register Company 50 00 

Lincoln Mortgage and Loan Company 150 00 

Lane and Connelly 100 00 

Loftus and Bumham Company 150 00 

McDowell Springs Company 100 00 

Lowell Land and Improvement Company. Taxes paid ; dismissed 50 00 
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The Manila (M^ar (Nmipany. Inc $1(K) 00 |12 50 

MacArthiir Brothers 50 00 2.' 

Mamifacturpi*s Supply Compimy 100 00 12 50 

Marysville Sand. Cement Block and Brick (Vmpany 50 00 25 

Mary Williams Estate Company 50 00 25 

Matthews Patent Check Uein Holder Company 50 00 25 

M. Cronan Company 100 00 12 50 

Michalitschke Bros. Co 75 00 3S 

Mills Corporation 100 00 12 50 

Mutual Shipping Company 45 00 5 03 

Milani Bros. Co J 50 00 25 

Myers Bishop-Earhuff Company 50 00 25 

Xapa and Sonoma Wine (/ompany 250 00 31 25 

National Bending Machine Company 100 00 12 50 

Napa Valley Packing Company 250 00 31 25 

Nevada Machinery and Supply Company 100 00 12 50 

North San Uafael Realty Company 50 00 25 

Obear Investment Company. Taxes paid ; dismissed 75 00 9 3.S 

Occidental Motor Car Company 150 00 18 75 

Oregon and California Lumber Corporation 125 00 6 25 

The Oroville Concrete and Levatine Construction Company 100 00 12 50 

Oxnard-Simi Land Company 50 00 6 25 

Pacific Jupiter Steel Company 100 00 12 50 

Pacific Packers' Supply Company 75 00 38 

Pacific Window Glass Company 50 00 25 

Peralta Laud Company 200 00 25 00 

Pitman Compiny 75 00 3.S 

Pizmo Beach Uesort Company 50 00 (\ 25 

P. J. Winigar and Company 100 00 12 50 

Producers Lumber Company 50 00 (\ 25 

Progressive Investment (Corporation 75 00 9 38 

Protective Investment Company 250 (tO 31 25 

P. T. Brunsing Company 50 00 25 

The P. W. Mathews Company 125 00 15 03 

R. A. Leet & Co 50 00 25 

Railway Safety Signal Company 100 00 12 50 

Richardson Steamship Line 75 00 9 38 

Roseville Corporation 50 00 25 

Rountree Resilient Wheel Company 50 00 25 

Saline Valley Chemical Works 50 00 fi 25 

San Francisco Art Glass Works 50 00 25 

Sanitary Plumbing Appliance Company 50 00 6 25 

San Joaquin Valley Land and Investment Company 50 00 25 

San Jos^ Land and Exhibit Association 100 00 12 50 

San I*edro Canning Company 50 00 25 

Santa Anita Investment Company 75 00 9 38 

•Shasta Laundry Company of San Francisco 50 00 i) 25 

Sierra Building Company 75 00 9 3S 

Sixth Street Company 100 00 12 50 

Smith's Cash Stores 250 00 31 25 

Southern California Aviation Association 50 00 25 

Standard Construction Company 50 00 G 25 

State JAfo Agency of San Francisco 50 00 25 

Tally Ilo Stables, Inc 50 00 25 

Tia Juana Land and Development Company 200 00 25 00 

The Title and Document Restoration Company 100 00 12 50 

T. P. Bruce Manufacturing Company 75 00 9 38 

Tule Lake Land and Irrigation Company 200 00 25 00 

Tucker Company 100 00 12 50 

Ignited Oil Refineries. Taxes paid; dismissed 75 00 9 38 

United Building Company 50 00 6 25 

Ignited Milk Company 500 00 02 50 

Vallev Construction Company 75 00 9 38 

W. A. Griffin (Company 50 00 25 

The Wait Selfpropeller Plow Company 50 00 G 25 
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Taxes. Penalties. 

Warner Beet Sugar Company .$500 (M) $(>2 50 

Westside Electric Company— 75 00 9 38 

West Coast Agency Company 50 00 6 25 

The West Coast Electric Battery Company 50 00 25 

West Heights Land and Water Company 50 00 G 25 

Western Colonization and Development Company 50 00 6 25 

Western Ranching Corporation 100 00 12 50 

Western Redwood Lumber Company 250 00 31 25 

William Wolf Realty and Investment Company 50 00 6 25 

Woodbury Street Sweeper Company 50 00 6 25 

Acorn Mining and Development Company 50 00 6 25 

Althouse Mining Company 50 00 6 25 

Alliance Mining Company 50 00 6 25 

The Beryl Mining Company 50 00 25 

Big Show Mining Company 50 00 25 

Buckskin Home Mining and Milling Company 50 00 6 25 

Candelaria Consolidated Mexican Mining Company 100 00 12 50 

California Calumet Copper Company 50 00 25 

Conlon Gold Mining Company 50 00 6 25 

The Custer Consolidated Mining Company 50 00 6 25 

El Dorado Water and Deep Gravel Mining Company 50 00 6 25 

Golden Angus Mining and Milling Company 50 00 25 

Golden Eagle Mining Company 50 00 25 

Golden Eagle Copper Company 50 OO 25 

Gold King Mine and Milling Company ' 50 00 6 25 

Great Northern Mining and Milling Company 50 00 G 25 

Herman Mining Company 50 00 G 25 

Pay Streak Mining Company 50 00 6 25 

Kern County Copper Mining and Smelting Company 50 00 G 25 

Kentuck Mining and Milling Company 50 00 G 25 

Mammoth Zone Gold Mining Company 50 00 G 25 

Phoenix Gold Quartz Mining Companj^ 50 00 G 25 

Mahogany Grove Mining Company 50 00 G 25 

Merrimac Mining and Milling Company 50 00 6 25 

Moccasin Consolidated Gold Mining Company 50 00 G 25 

Morrison Car Lock Gold Mining Company 50 00 G 25 

Murchie Gold Mines Company . 50 00 G 25 

National Copper Company 50 00 G 25 

Northern Steel Dam Company 50 00 G 25 

Prevolcanic Channel Gold Mining Company 50 00 G 25 

Plumas Consolidated Mining Company 50 00 G 25 

Red Boy Mining Company 50 00 G 25 

Royal Mines Company 50 00 G 25 

Snow Storm Extension Copper Mining Company 50 00 G 25 

Stone Canyon Consolidated Coal Company 50 00 G 25 

Telegraph Drift Mining Company. Taxes paid ; dismissed 50 00 G 25 

True Consolidated Mining and Milling Company 50 00 G 25 

Tuolumne Consolidated of California 50 00 G 25 

Tuolumne Mining and Development Company 50 00 G 25 

W^hipple Mountain Gold and Copper Company 50 00 G 25 

Western Consolidated Mines Company 50 00 G 25 

Ideal Gold Mining and Milling Company 50 00 G 25 

Akron Oil Company 75 00 38 

Alcides Oil Company 100 00 12 50 

Aloha Oil Company 50 00 G 25 

Berry Oil Company 75 00 9 38 

Cambria Oil Company 200 00 25 00 

Glide Jackson Oil Company 75 00 9 38 

Coalinga Great Western Oil Company 100 00 12 50 

Combination Light Oil pompany 50 00 G 25 

Cousins Oil Company 50 00 G 25 

Everett Oil Company 50 00 G 25 

Expansion Oil Company 75 00 9 38 

Fifty Oil Company 75 00 9 38 

Forest Oil Company 50 00 G 25 
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Taxes. 

Foxtain Oil Comapny $50 00 

Golconda Oil Company 50 00 

Hopper Canyon Oil Company 50 00 

July Consolidated Oil Company 75 00 

Jewett Blodgett Beal Oil Company 100 00 

Lakeview Oil Company 75 00 

Bolte & Braden Company. Taxes paid; dismissed 50 00 

London Oil Company . 50 00 

London Petroleum Company 500 00 

Magnolia Southern Oil Company 50 00 

Metropolis Oil Company 75 00 

Metropolitan Oil Company 50 00 

Midfield Oil Company :__ 50 00 

Midland Petroleum Company 100 00 

Midway Twenty-eight Oil Company 75 00 

New Deal Oil Company 50 00 

Pacific Development Company 50 00 

Panama-Pacific Oil Company 50 00 

Parkfield San Antonia Oil Company 50 00 

Phillipine Oil and Gas Company 50 00 

Poinsettia Oil Company 100 00 

Progress Oil Company : 50 00 

Security Oil Syndicate 50 00 

Shaffer Oil Company 50 00 

Topo Valley Oil and Development Company 50 00 

United States Oil Association 75 00 

Templer McKittrick Oil Company 50 00 

The Welling Oil Company 50 00 

Butte County Canal Company 100 00 

Imperial Water Company No. 10 75 00 

Lassen Willow Creek Water Company 50 00 

Lassen Irrigation Company. Taxes paid; dismissed 50 00 

Long Beach Consolidated Water Company 100 00 

Round Valley Water Users Association 50 00 

Sierra Vista Mutual Water Company 75 00 

West Coast Water Company 50 00 

Westwater Power and Water Company 100 00 

Anglo American Crockery and Glass Company 50 00 

Antill Patent Window Company ; 75 00 

Arctic Ice Company 50 00 

Arlington Heights Orange Grove Company 150 00 

Bay Shore Lumber Company 50 00 

Bonanza Vending Company of Los Angeles 65 00 

Colma Lumber Company 50 00 

Corona and World Milling Company 250 00 

Columbus Chemical Company 100 00 

Electric Laundry Company 100 00 

Francis Investment and Development Company 100 00 

French Dry Cleaning and Steam Dye Works 50 00 

Gray Brothers Crushed Rock Company 250 00 

Green Marshall Company 75 00 

Geo. D. Hulbert Company 50 00 

Great Western Film Company _ 50 00 

Great Western Wood Working Company 50 00 

Great Highway Development Company 50 00 

Huntington Park Improvement Company 50 00 

Home Builders Investment Company of San Bernardino 50 00 

Interstate Realty and Improvement Company. Taxes paid ; dis- 
missed 50 00 

James F. Morley Company _ 100 00 

J. W. Sward Sales Company ____. 50 00 

Laxatol Commercial Company 50 00 

Monroe Lumber Company 150 00 

Mailing Case Manufacturing Company 50 00 

Monarch Fruit Company of Fresno 50 00 

Morris Brothers & Co 50 00 



Penalties. 
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Morrisey Exploration Company $400 66 $50 00 

Morrow Double Two Cycle Engine Company 100 00 12 50 

Oakland Bridge Company 50 00 6 25 

Pacific Credit Company 75 00 9 38 

Pacific States Guarantee and Land Company 50 00 6 25 

Palace Auto, Inc 50 00 6 25 

P. H. Jordan Company 50 00 6 25 

Palo Verde Development Company 50 00 6 25 

Pneumatic Oil Drill Company 50 00 6 25 

Sacramento Canal, Dock and Warehouse Company 50 00 6 25 

Sacramento Cracker Company 50 00 6 25 

San Diego Iron Works 50 00 ' 6 25 

San Francisco, Oakland and San Jos6 Oil and Realty Company. 50 00 6 25 

San Francisco Construction Company 50 00 6 25 

Seaside Development Company 50 00 6 25 

Southern California Home Builders 250 00 31 25 

San Francisco Advertising Company 100 00 12 50 

South Fork Smelting Company 50 00 6 25 

South Western Securities Company 200 00 25 00 

T. V. Glassi Company 50 00 6 25 

Union Transportation Company of Stockton 200 00 25 00 

Uvas Stock Company 50 00 6 25 

Union Brick and Tile Company 200 00 25 00 

U. S. Automatic Vending Machine Company 200 00 25 00 

United States Construction Company 50 00 6 25 

United States Trust Company 250 00 31 25 

Ventilating Window Shade Company 50 00 6 25 

Western Construction Company 250 00 31 25 

W. D. Newerf Rubber Company 100 00 12 50 

Western Fruit Company i 50 00 6 25 

Western Piling and Lumber Company 100 00 12 50 

Yuba Construction Company i 100 00 * 12 50 

Young's-Wampler Iceless Refrigerator Company 50 00 6 25 

Globe Light and Power Company 50 00 6 25 

General Electric Power Company of California 125 00 15 62 

Kelseyville Natural Gas, Light and Electric Company 50 00 6 25 

La Paz Light, Water and Power Company 75 00 9 38 

Merchants Light, Heat and Power Company !. 50 00 6 25 

Sacramento River Power Company 50 00 6 25 

California and Oregon Coast Railroad Company 50 00 6 25 

Chucawalla Valley Railroad Company 100 00 12 50 

Highland Pacific Railroad Company 100 00 12 50 

Los Angeles-Western Railway Company 75 00 9 38 

Mt Wilson Railroad Company 75 00 9 38 

Ocean Shore and Eastern Railway Company 200 00 25 00 

Placerville and Lake Tahoe Railway Company 100 00 12 50 

Tidewater Northern Railroad Company 100 00 12 50 

Victor and Eastern Railway Company 50 00 6 25 

American Bank Protection Company 50 00 6 25 

Automatic Electric Company 75 00 9 38 

Brown Forman Company 50 00 6 25 

G. A. Goodyear Company 50 00 6 25 

Capewell Horse Nail Company 75 00 9 38 

Chlopeck Fish Company 50 00 6 25 

Donner Ice Company 50 00 6 25 

E. Goldman & Co., Incorporated 75 00 9 38 

Fisk Rubber Company 100 00 12 50 

Fort Wayne Electric Works 100 00 12 50 

Manhattan Securities Company 100 00 12 50 

National Lumber and Box Company 50 00 6 25 

National Liquid Register Company 100 00 12 50 

Pacific Land Company 75 00 9 38 

Pacific Refining Company 75 00 9 38 

Petroleum Iron Works. Taxes paid; dismissed 100 00 12 50 

Satanite Powder Company of California 50 00 6 25 

Standard Milk Company 75 00 9 38 
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Taxes. 

Union Security Corporation $r)0 (Ml 

United Manufactures 50 OO 

Albany Pacific Mining Company 50 0(» 

Almaden Mining; Company 50 (Mj 

Alleghaney Quartz and Channel Mining Company 50 00 

Ashley Consolidated Mining Company 50 00 

Bullychoop Gold Mining Company 50 00 

Butte Furnace Range Copper Company 50 00 

Brown Mountain Gold Mining Company 1(K) 00 

Bull Frog Extension Mining Company 100 (M) 

California Home Stake Mining Company 100 (Ml 

Casa Diablo Gold Mining Company 50 (M> 

Clara Consolidated (iold and Copper Mining Company 100 0() 

Cold Spring Quartz Mining Company 50 00 

Consolidated South Spring Hill Mining Company 50 (X) 

Furnace Valley Copper Company 50 (XI 

Freedom Mining (Company 75 (X» 

Friday Lowden Copper Company 50 (M> 

Furnace Creek Copper Companj' 50 00 

Gold Field Argus Mining Company 50 00 

Gold Park Consolidated Mines 50 00 

Leggett Gold Mining Company 200 (M) 

The Lilly Consolidated Gold Mining Companj' 50 (Ml 

Luzon Mining and Milling Company 50 00 

The Liberty Mining Company . 1(X) 00 

Mokelumne Mining Company 150 00 

The Mt. Vida Gold Mining and Milling Company 50 00 

Monterey Gold and Silver Mining Company 50 00 

Nevada Copper Company 50 00 

Oro Coi)a Mining and Milling Company KHI (Ml 

North Star Mining and Milling Company 50 (X) 

Oro Copia Mining and Milling Company 1(K) <Xi 

Queen Esther Mining and Milling Company 50 (Xl 

The Pittsburg Liberty Mining and Milling Company 50 (Xl 

Rusty Pick Consolidated Mines Company : 50 (X> 

Sisson Exploration and Mining Company 50 00 

Sixteen to One Mining Company 1(X) 00 

Sundown Mining and Milling Company 50 00 

Valley View Mining Company 50 (XI 

Western Belle Mining Company 100 (X) 

Atlantic Midway Oil Company 50 00 

Babcock Oil Company 50 (X) 

Consolidated Oil Fields of California, Limited 75 00 

Elk Mills Midway Oil Company 50 00 

The Golden Crest Oil Company 75 00 

Kern West Side Oil Company 50 (X) 

Merchants and Bankers Oil Company 100 00 

Pennsylvania Midway Oil Companj^ 100 00 

Ramona Oil Company 50 00 

New York Coalinga Oil Company 75 00 

The Rahn Consolidated Oil Company 100 00 

Sydney Heald Oil Company 100 00 

Snelling Oil Company 100 00 

Sunset National Oil Company 1(X) (Mi 

Vancouver Midway Oil Company, Limited 750 CMi 

Tuolumne River Power Company 200 00 

The Columbian Milling and Manufacturing Company 5(1 (Xi 

Francis Draz & Co 1 75 00 

New York Insulated Wire Company 75 (Xl 

Watson and Newall Company 75 00 

Paulsons Wireless Telephone and Telegraph Company 2(X) (X) 

Ord Mountain Gold Company 100 00 

Oro Fino Mining Company 50 00 

Dayton Gold and Silver Mining Company 02 50 

Pay Streak Mining Company 75 00 

Piatt Iron Works Company 100 00 
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CASES WHEREIN LEAVE HAS BEEN GRANTED TO SUE IN THE 

NAME OF THE PEOPLE. 

People, ex rel. Anna McPhee vs. Reclamation District No. 765, etc., 
et al. Yolo County. To dissolve reclamation district. 

People, ex rel. H, F. Bcede ws. Town of Antioch. Contra Costa 
County. To determine boundaries of town. 

People, ex rel. Milton E. Willis, Veronica C. Baird et al. vs. Becla- 
mation District No. 800 et al. Contra Costa County. To dissolve 
reclamation district. 

People, ex rel. N.. Brace vs. The Trustees of the First Baptist Church 
of the City of San Francisco et al. City and County of San Francisco. 
To declare that defendants are not corporations. 

People, ex rel. A. A. Hubhard vs. Los Angeles Railway Corporation, 
a corporation. County of Los Angeles. To compel defendant to 
show by what right it is exercising franchise of maintaining tracks, etc., 
and to forfeit franchises. 

People, ex rel. A. D. Cutler vs. Max Goldberg et al. City and County 
of San Francisco. To oust from office of police commissioner. 

People, ex rel. Daniel S. O'Brien vs. United Railroads of San Fran- 
cisco, a corporation. City and County of San Francisco. To forfeit 
franchise granted by Order No. 1523. 

People, ex rel. City of Pittsbury, a mnnicipal corporation, vs. Great 
Western Power Company, a corporation. County of Contra Costa. 
To forfeit franchise. 

People, ex rel. T. J. Horgan vs. J. J. King. Count}^ of Santa Cruz. 
To oust from office of alderman. 

People, ex rel. Peter Cook vs. J. Mayhood et al. County of Solano. 
To adjudge that high school district does not exist. 

People, ex rel. J. N. Black vs. Elton R. Bailey. County of Santa 
Clara. To oust from office of captain of police. 

People, ex rel. J. T, Cathey vs. The City of Exeter et al. County 
of Tulare. To cancel franchise granted Tulare County Power Com- 
pany. 

People, ex rel. Daniel J. O'Brien vs. Pacific Telephone and Telegraph 
Company. City and County of San Francisco. To prevent usurpa- 
tion and use of franchise of Home Telephone Company and $5,000.00 
fine. 

CIVIL CASE IN JUSTICE'S COURT. 

State vs. John Shearer. Sacramento Township. To recover $181.91 
for crushed rock. Judgment for plaintiff. Closed. 
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CRIMINAL CASES IN THE SUPREME 




1531 
1535 
1536 
1546 
1571 
15d5 
1597 
1599 
1616 
1617 
1623 
1639 
1642 
1645 
1646 
1650 
1653 
1663 
1680 
1683 
1692 
1693 
1706 
1707 
1708 
1716 
1720 
1724 
1725 
1732 
1734 
1736 
1737 
1740 
1743 
1744 



Mark A. Wllklns 

Louis Glass »— _.| 

Wong Loung i 

; Gbas. H. Loper ' 

i Emmett Rigglns 

; Demetry Treschenko — : 

I John Byrne 

! M. W. Coffey 

Agostlno Borello 

J. O. Jones I 

Horace Bennett i 

Wm. Burke | 

Geo. E. Figueroa i 

Alex Szafesur 

Tony Flores 

Ah Sun * 

O. P. Babcock 

August Geber , 

Herman F. Schlott 

F. S. Richardson 

D. H. Akey 

Rosarlo Sainz 

Jackson Hatch 

Ernest J. Drake 

Wm. Schaefer 

Edw. Watson 

Thos. F. Smith 

B. Bercovitz 

W. J. O'Bryan 

Poolos Prantikos 

Dong Pok Tip 

Webb Edwards 

John S. Rogers 

Edw. Delhantie 

Ah Lee et al. 

Frank Bauwaraerts 



Alameda 

San Francisco.— 

Alameda 

Fresno 

Fresno 

San Francisco... 
San Francisco— 
San Francisco... 

Amador 

Plumas 

Monterey 

San Diego 

Los Angeles 

San Francisco 

Alameda 

Santa Clara 

Los Angeles 

San Francisco.- 
San Francisco.. 

Sonoma — 

San Bernardino 

Orange 

Santa Clara 

San Francisco... 

Solano 

Yuba 

Sacramento 

Kern 

San Luis Obispo 
San Francisco... 

Contra Costa 

Tulare 

San Francisco.. 

Marin 

Stanislaus 

Riverside 



Murder , 

Bribery 

Murder 

Murder 

Assault to murder 

Murder 

Murder 

Bribery ^ 

Arson 

Murder 

Murder 

Murder ^ 

Murder 

Murder 

Abduction 

Murder 

Rape 

Murder 

Non-support ol child .— 

Illegal use of drugs 

Rape 

Murder 

Embezzlement 

Section 266d, Penal Code 

Burglary 

Murder 

Murder .., 

Check, no funds 

Murder 

Murder 

Infamous crime 

Rape 

Murder 

Murder 

Murder 

Murder 




Aug. 

Sept. 

Oct. 

Apr. 

Mar. 

Sept. 

July 

Mar. 

Aug. 

Oct. 

Jan. 

Sept. 

July 

Aug. 

May 

July 

Mar. 

June 

Apr. 

June 

Dec. 

June 

Dec. 

Apr. 

Feb. 

May 

June 

June 

Jan. 

Oct. 

Apr. 

Mar. 

Apr. 

May 

June 



23 

4 

23 

17 

22 

25 

25 

2 

7 

5 

1 
29 
31 
19 

1 
18 

S 

6 
IS 
28 
19 
19 

7 
14 

2 
12 
19 
•9 
18 

6 
17 
16 
18 
11 

6 



'08 

'07 

'08 

'09 

'09 

'09 

'08 

'09 

'08 

'00 

'09 

'08 

'10 

'10 

'10 

'10 

'10 

'05 

'10 

'10 

'10 

'11 

'10 

'11 

'11 

11 

'10 

'11 

'11 

'12 

'11 

'11 

'12 

'12 

'12 

'12 



Note. — Cases in which the penalty is "death" are origrinal appeals to the Supreme 
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COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA. 



of trial court. 


Tranficrlpt 
m«'d. 


Judgment of supreme court. 


SUtus 


Penalty. 


Date. 1 Decision. 


of anwaL 



Death I Mar. 25 

5 years, San Quentln Mar. 25 

Death June 2 

Death ._ : Jan. 15 

14 years, San Quentin i May 19 

Death Mar. 2 

Death Mar. 29 

7 years, San Quentin j Sept. 30 

10 years, San Quentin— , Sept. 7 

14 years, San Quentin July 28 

Death I July 28 

Death Oct. 6 

Death . Oct. 11 

Death I Sept. 28 

5 years, San Quentin June 4 

15 years, San Quentin , Aug. 9 

10 years, San Quentin Apr. 11 

Death Feb. 6 

8 months, county jail Apr. 26 

4 years, San Quentin Sept. 27 

26 years, San Quenthi Jan. 19 

Death Aug. 5 

7 years, San Quentin Jan. 11 

5 years, Folsom Apr. 26 

10 years, Folsom Mar. 18 

10 years, Folsom Nov. 18 

15 years, San Quentin Jan. 23 

2 years, San Quentin Aug. 10 

Life, San Quentin — July 11 

Death Feb. 28 

6 months and $500 Oct. 28 

15 years, Folsom May 12 

Death Apr. 6 

Death May 6 

Death June 26 

Death _ /June 28 



'09 Oct. 
'08 • Nov. 
'09 I Mar. 
'09 Dec. 
'00 Dec. 
'10 Mar. 
'10 Jan. 
'09 Dec. 
'09 Nov. 
'10 July 
'10 Oct. 
'10 May 
'10 June 
'10 Dec. 
'10 Sept. 
'10 Sept. 
'10 Aug. 
'11 ' July 
'10 I Mar. 
'10 Dec. 
'11 ! June 
•11 Feb. 
'11 ! Aug. 
'11 I Feb. 
'11 I Dec. 
'11 



25 
30 
14 
21 
30 

9 
20 

1 

23 
13 
19 
24 

2 
22 
21 
25 

8 
24 
22 
13 
11 
15 

3 

23 
14 



'10 
'09 
'11 
'10 
'10 
'11 
'11 
'11 
'11 
'11 
'11 
'11 
'11 
'11 
'10 
'11 
'11 
'11 
'11 
'11 
'12 
'12 
'12 
'12 
'11 



AfBrmed- 
Beversed . 
Reversed . 
Reversed . 
Reversed . 
Affirmed— 
Affirmed.. 
Reversed . 
Reversed . 
Reversed . 
Affirmed.. 
Affirmed.. 
Affirmed.. 
Affirmed-. 
Reversed . 
Affirmed-. 
Affirmed.. 
Affirmed-. 
Affirmed.. 
Affirmed.. 
Affirmed— 
Reversed. 
Affirmed.. 
Reversed . 
AJBrmed.. 



'n 






'11 
m 


Aug. 27, '12 


Affirmed... 


'12 






'11 






'n 






'12 
'12 
'12 


Aug. 7, '12 
Aug. 6, '12 


Affirmed... 
Affirmed... 


'12 







Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 
: Closed. 
\ Closed. 
! Closed. 
; Closed. 

Closed. 
I Closed. 

Closed. 

dosed. 

Closed. 
! Closed. 

Closed. 
I Closed. 
I Closed. 
; Closed. 
j Closed. 
; Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 
' Closed. 
\ Closed. 
> Submitted. 

Submitted. 

Closed. 

Submitted. 
: Submitted. 
i Submitted. 
! Submitted. 
; Closed. 
■ Closed. 
* Ready. 
, Ready. 



Court. The other cases are rehearings from the District Courts of Appeal. 
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CRIMINAL CASES IN THE DISTRICT COURTS 

First AppsI 



No. 



Defendant. 



Judgment 



199 

22r> 

234 

246 

247 

25() 

260 

261 

262 

264 

266 

207 

268 

271 

273 

274 

275 

278 

280 

281 

283 

284 

285 

287 

288 

291 

298 

296 

299 

306 

307 

309 

310 

312 

313 

315 

318 

319 

320 

321 

322 

323 

324 

325 

326 

333 

334 

336 

337 

338 

339 

340 

341 

342 

343 

346 

348 

349 

352 

353 

355 

358 

361 

362 

363 



Walter J. Bartnett 

E. M. Pieroy 

W. B. Nash 

Prank Gorman 

P. D. Wolfrom 

Wm. Johansen ___ • 

Wm. Herges . 

J. W. Wilson I 

Gee Gong 

E. Disperati ' 

On Git : 

H. P. Schlott 

M. J. Conboy ' 

Tony Flores I 

Mock Ylck Gar | 

Geo. W. Brown ' 

Vincent Testa ! 

Abraham Ruef | 

Ah Him 

Ah Sun j 

J. A. Jones 

C. E. Kinard ! 

Geo. Kosta 

Michael Kirby ___ __ 

John R. Walker I 

Geo. Besser j 

C. J. Kerr 

Nelson Miller I 

Nelson Miller __-j 

E. A. S. Blake I 

Wm. Balmain I 

Geo. Barnnovich i 

Robt. Thompson \ 

Jackson Hatch ___ J 

Israel Liever 1 

Dessie Arnold ._ — j 

Spuros Meseros ' 

Chas. Miller 

L. E. Spencer 

Chester Ayhens 

Geo. W. Dregser__ 

Isabelle J. Martin." 

John D. Knapp 

Abraham Kafoury 

Hubert Woods 

George Pong 

Pred P. Webster 

Francis H. Robinson. _ 

Arthur R. Harold 

Ernest J. Drake 

Paul Vincelloni 

C. Howard Merritt 

Luke Orthman 

A. W. Priestley 

Chris Merris 

Alphonse Merle 

Edward Gilmore 

Carl Rhodes 

Haruzo Nitta 

Inez 0. Peterson 

Hardie Lewis 

Harry Davenport 

Harry Raymond 

Wm. McAdams 

Manuel Romero 



County. 



San Francisco.. 

Santa Clara 

San Francisco... 
San Francisco. __ 
San Francisco. __ 
San Francisco.. _ 
San Franeisco___ 
San Francisco... 
San Francisco... 

Fresno 

San Francisco. __ 
San Francisco... 
San Francisco _._ 

Alameda 

San Francisco... 

Fresno 

San Francisco... 
San Francisco... 
San Francisco.*.. 

Santa Clara 

Alameda 

Alameda 

San Francisco... 
San Francisco... 
San Francisco..- 
San Francisco... 
Contra Costa.. _ 

Fresno 

Fresno 

San Francisco.. _ 
San Francisco... 
Contra Costa... 
San Francisco... 

Santa Clara 

Alameda 

San Francisco... 

Alameda 

Alameda 

San Francisco... 

Alameda 

San Francisco... 

Alameda 

San Francisco... 

Alameda 

Alameda 

Alameda 

Alameda 

San Francisco.. _ 

Alameda „_ 

San Francisco... 

Marin 

Alameda 

San Francisco... 

Santa Cruz 

Alameda 

San Francisco.-. 
Contra Costa... 

Monterey 

San Francisco.. - 
San Francisco... 

Alameda 

San Francisco— . 

Alameda 

Santa Clara 

Santa Cruz 



Charge. 



Hate. 



Embezzlement 

Assault with deadly weapon 

Section 558, Penal Code 

Robbery 

Section 538, Penal Code... 

Murder 

Murder 

Murder 

Murder 

(irand larceny 

Grand larceny 

Support of child.. 

Murder 

Abduction 

Wife in house of prostitution 

Murder _ _._ 

Rape 

Bribery 

Illegal fishing 

Murder 

Rape _ 

Embezzlement .._ 

Arson ^_. 

Murder 

Forgery 

Murder .... 

Assault to murder 

Embezzlement 

Embezzlement 

Section 95, Penal Code 

Section 267, Penal Code 

Exploding dynamite 

Murder 

Embezzlement 

Arson 

Grand larceny 

Embezzlement 

Burglary 

Check, no funds 

Burglary 

Forgery 

Exploding dynamite 

Murder 

Assault to murder 

Burglary 

Assault with deadly weapon 

Forgery 

Embezzlement 

Grand larceny , 

Section 266d, Penal Code | 

Bribery . ' 

False report on corporation ' 

Section 267, Penal Code 

Bigamy ... 

Crime against nature.. 

Murder 

Murder 

Murder 

Section 266g, Penal Code. 

Forgery 

Murder 

Grand larceny 

Grand larceny 

Murder 

Assault to murder 



July 
Dec. 



1, '08 
30, '0& 



Sept. 
Nov. 
Oct. 
Mar. 
Sept . 
Mar. 
Mar. 
Apr. 
Apr. 
Apr. 
May 
May 
May 
May 
Dee. 
June 
July 
June 
June 
June 
July- 
July 
July 
Sept. 
Sept. 
Sept. 
Dec. 
Oct. 
May 
Nov. 
Dec. 
Dec. 
Dec. 
Jan. 
Feb. 
Feb. 
Feb. 
Jan. 
Dec. 
Feb. 
Feb. 
Mar. 
Jan. 
Mar. 
Mar. 
Mar. 
Apr. 
Mar. 
Apr. 
Mar. 
Apr. 
May 
May 
June 
June 
June 
June 
July 
Aug. 
Aug. 
Aug. 
Sept. 



27, *09 
30, "09 

2, '09 
12, '10 
25, '09 
12, '10 

30, '10 

12, '10 
6, "10 • 
6, '10 

1<>, '10 

13, '10 
27, '10 

31, '10 

29, *08 
18. '10 

1, '10 

23, '10 
27, '10 
18, '10 
11, '10 
20, '10 

18, '10 

6, '10 

24, '10 

24, '10 
31, '08 

25, '10 
10, '09 

14, '10 

19, '10 

19, '10 

3, '10 
27, '11 

4, '11 

4. '11 
4,-11 

30, '11 

31, '10 
16, '11 
27, '11 

2. '11 

20, '11 

24. 11 
31, '11 

30, '11 

7, '11 

31, '11 
10, '11 

14, '11 
23, '11 

2, '11 
9, '11 

1, ll 

5, '11 
16, '11 
30, '11 
18, '11 

15, '11 
14, '11 

25, '11 

2, '11 
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OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
fate District. 

i}f trial I'i'Urt. 



I'enalty. 



Transcript 
flled. 



JuilK<nt>nt of nppellatc court. 



Date. 



Decision. 



10 y«'ar.«, San Quentin 

^.KK) or 25<> days 

Indictment quashed 

o() yearjj, San Quentin 

1 yoar, San Quentin 

Life, San Quentin 

10 years, Folsom 

Life. San Quentin 

Life, Folsom 

7 years, San Quentin 

4 years, San Quentin 

ii months, county jail 

6 years, San Quentin 

i? years, San Quentin 

10 years, San Quentin 

10 years, San Quentin 

5 yearp. San Quentin 

14 years, San Quentin 

«»150 or 75 days 

15 years, San Quentin 

13 years, San Quentin 

10 years, San Quentin 

2.3 years, San Quentin 

8 years, San Quentin 

14 years, San Quentin.. 

20 years, San Quentin. __.__. 

13 months and $500 

4" years, Folsom 

years, Folsom 

years, San Quentin 

years, San Quentin. __ 

.ife, San Quentin 

20 years _ 

7 years, San Quentin 

5 years, San Quentin.. 

San Quentin 

San Quentin 

Folsom 




4 

3 
L 



Aug. 

Jan. 

Mar. 

Mar. 

Mar. 

Mar. 

Mar. 

Mar. 

Mar. 

Apr. 

Apr. 

Apr. 

May 

June 

June 

June 

June 

June 

July 

July 

July 

July 

July 

Aug. 

Aug. 

Au(?. 

Nov . 

Oct. 

Oct. 

Dec. 

Nov. 

Dec. 

Dec. 

Jan. 



31 

26 

3 

2 

2 

2 

30 

23 

30 

15 

25 

26 

10 

4 

1 

28 

16 

27 

6 

13 

13 

16 

11 

1 

20 

24 

10 

19 

19 

3 

21 

2 

12 

11 



.J years, 
5 years, 
15 years, 

a years, San Quentin 

15 years, San Quentin 

10 years, San Quentin 

Life, San Quentin 

Life, San Quentin 

8 years, San Quentin 

2 years, Folsom 

14 years, San Quentin 

3 years, San Quentin 

3 years, San Quentin 

5 years, FoLsom 

5 years, Folsom 

1^ years, Folsom 

6 months and sjil,0(X) 

4 years, San Quentin 

Demurrer to inf. sustained. 
12 years, Folsom 

years, San Quentin 

years, San Quentin 

years, San Quentin 

years, Folsom 

years, San Quentin 



30 

10 
25 
10 

4 



7 years, San Quentin.. 

10 years, Folsom 

10 years, San Quentin. 
15 years, San Quentin. 
2 years, San Quentin.. 



Dec. 

Mar. 

Feb. 

Feb. 

Feb. 

Mar. 

Mar. 

Mar. 

Mar. 

Mar. 

Mar. 

Apr. 

Ai)r. 

Apr. 

Apr. 

May 

Apr. 

May 

May 

May 

June 

Oct. 

June 

July 

July 

Aug. 

Sept. 

Sept. 

Sept. 

Oct. 



30 

1 

16 

24 

25 

3 

6 

8 

17 

22 

12 

13 

19 

26 

26 

n 

29 
12 
17 
20 

6 
17 
24 

8 
20 
23 

6 
14 
25 



10 
10 



09 Dec. 20 

10 Apr. 14 
10 Feb. 8 

Sept. 19 

Mar. 30 

10 Jan. 23 

Sept. 21 

10 Nov. 17 

10 Sept. 21 

10 Dec. 28 

10 Sept. 21 

10 Apr. 10 

10 Dec. 20 

10 Oct. 28 

10 Oct. 7 

10 Feb. 15 

10 Sept. 21 

10 Nov. 23 

10 I Sept. 21 

10 Dec. 7 

10 Apr. 7 

10 Sept. 22 

10 , Nov. 30 

10 ! Oct. 19 

10 ! Feb. 15 

10 ' Jan. 23 

10 Feb. 2 

10 . Jan. 2:^ 

10 I Jan. 23 

10 '' Dec. 14 

10 , Apr. 14 

10 ' June 16 

10 Aug. 2 

11 Oct. 5 
... ' Jan. 11 

10 Sept. 12 

11 May 15 
11 I Mar. 9 
11 Aug. 5 
11 July 19 
11 I Aug. 24 
11 June 20 
11 July 25 
11 Aug. 1 
11 June 23 
11 Aug. 21 
11 , Aug. 21 
11 i Oct. 20 
11 Nov. 9 
11 Oct. 13 

Nov. 21 

Jan. 23 

Jan . 23 

Sept. 27 

11 June 1 

11 Nov. 1 

Dec. 29 

11 Jan. 4 

11 Sept. 2:3 

11 Dec. 28 

11 Dec. 12 

11 Nov. 29 

11 Nov. 13 

11 Nov. 13 

11 Dec. 2 



11 
11 
11 
11 



HearliiR 

by supreme 

court. 



Status 
of appeal. 




1 
1 

1 
1 






1 
1 




1 







1 I 




1 

1 

1 

1 

1 : 

1 



1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

2 
1 

1 I 

1 ' 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 ; 

2 
2 

1 
1 
1 

1 , 
2 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 



Reversed i. Closed. 

Affirmed.- J (Mosed. 

Reversed _- Denied (Uosed. 

Atflrmed... Denied Closed. 

Afflrmed_-_| Denied : Closed. 

Affirmed 1 Closed. 

Affirmed-- _ Denied Closed. 

Reversed __ Denied | Closed. 

Affirmed... Denied ' Closed. 

Reversed Closed. 

Reversed Closed. 

Reversed-. Granted .. See Sup. Ct. 

Reversed _. Denied Closed. 

Disagreed _ Granted __ See Sup. Ct. 

Reversed Closed. 

Affirmed (Closed. 

Affirmed Closed. 

Affirmed... Denit'd Closed. 

Affirmed Closed. 

Disagreed. Granted .. See Sup. Ct. 

Affirmed Closed. 

Reversed-- Denied Closeil. 

Affirmed Closed. 

Affirmed Closed. 

Affirmed... l)enie<l Closed. 

Affirmed... Closed. 

Affirmed Closed. 

Affirmed Closed. 

Affirmed Closed. 

Affirmed Closed. 

Affirmed Closed. 

Affirmed.-. Closed. 

Affirmed Closed. 

Disagreed- Granted -_ See Suj). Ct. 

Affirmed Closed. 

Affirmed Closed. 

Reversed-- Denied Closed. 

Affirmed Closed. 

Affirmed Closed. 

Reversed Closed. , 

Reversed Closed. 

Affirmed Closed. 

Affirmed--- Denied Closed. 

Affirmed Closed. 

Affirmed Closed. 

Affirmed Closed. 

Affirmed Closed. 

Affirmed Closed. 

Affirmed Closed. 

Disagreed- Granted ._ See Sup. Ct. 

Affirmed dosed. 

Affirmed—- Denied Closed. 

Affirmed Closed. 

Reverseii Closed. 

Affirmed Closed. 

Affirmed Closed. 

Affirmed Closed. 

Affirmed dosed. 

Affirmed Closed. 

Affirmed Closed. 

Affirmed Closed. 

Affirmed Closed. 

Affirmed Closed. 

Affirmed Closed. 

Affirmed Closed. 
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CRIMINAL CASES IN THE DISTRICT COURTS 

First Appellate 



No. 


Defendant. 


County. ■ 


»V> 


Andrew Moran 


San Francisco 

Contra Costa 


966 


Dong Pok Yip 


369 


Chester Ayhens 


Alameda 


370 


Thomas White 


Santa Cruz 


371 


Steven Ferrari 


Alameda 


372 


H. Maniyama 


Santa Cruz 


374 


H. Robert Moore >__ 


Alameda 


376 


Angelo Lombard! 


San Francisco 


379 


E. 0. Miles 


San Francisco... 


383 


W. B. Nash 


San Francisco 


386 


Majara Singh 


Fresno 


388 


M. L. Brewer— 


Alameda 


389 


Edw. Donohue 


San Francisco 


390 


Oscar Arnold 


San Francisco 


391 


John White 


Santa Clara 


393 


Emilio Ghiesa 


Santa Clara 

Alameda 


397 


J. 0. Heninger 


400 


Edw. Wilson 


San Francisco 


405 


Louie Dene 


San Francisco 

San Francisco 


407 


Yip Sing __ 


406 


Lajos Perhacs 


San Francisco 


409 


Carl Mitchell 


Santa Clara 

San Francisco. 


410 


David Anthony 


4T1 


James R. Green 


Santa Cruz... _ 
San Francisco... 


414 


John Peter __ 







Chftrge. 



Judgment 
Date. 



Attempt to commit robbery 

Infamous crime 

Check, no funds 

Murder 

Grand larceny 

Rape ' i 

Grand larceny ! 

Murder ' 

Grand larceny 

Section 558, Penal Code • 

Robbery ' 

Murder 

Robbery | 

Grand larceny ; 

Murder 1 

Grand larceny I 

False pretenses ] 

Robbery , 

Murder | 

Selling poison _ j 

Rape I 

Burglary _ 1 

Section 288, Penal Code ; 

False pretenses I 

Assault to murder 



Sept. 

Oct. 

Oct. 

June 

Dec. 

Nov. 

Dec. 

Dec. 

Jan. 

Jan. 

Feb. 

Mar. 

Mar. 

Mar. 

Mar. 

Apr. 

Apr. 

Apr. 

May 

June 

May 

June 

July 

July 

July 



11 

6 

17 

5 

1 

27 

6 

2 

13 

20 

19 

11 

22 

23 

28 

1 

12 

18 

25 

13 

21 

12 

10 

24 

27 



'11 
'11 
'11 
'U 
'11 
'11 
'11 
'11 
'12 
'12 
'12 
'12 
'12 
'12 
'12 
'12 
'12 
'12 
'12 
'12 
'12 
'12 
'12 
'12 
'12 
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OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA. 

District — Continued. 



of trial court. 



Penalty. 



Transcript 
filed. 



Judgment of appellate cburt. 



Date. 



Dedalon. 



Hearing 

by supreme 

court. 



Status 
of appeal. 



5 years, San Quentin 

6 months and $S0O 

15 years, San Quentin 

Indictment quashed 

10 years, San Quentin 

6 years, San Quentin 

8 years, San Quentin 

18 years, Folsom 

5 years, San Quentin 

5 years, San Quentin 

7 years, Folsom 

13 years, San Quentin 

10 years, San Quentin 

5 years, San Quentin 

liife, Folsom 

8 years, San Queatin 

3 years, San Quoitin 

10 years, San Quentin 

10 years, Folsom 

3 months, county jail 

7 years, San Quentin 

5 years, Folsom 

4 years, San Quentin 

7 years, San Quentin 

10 years, San Quentin 



28 
6 
5 



Oct. 2 
Oct. 20 
Nov. 17 
Nov. 8 
Dec. 15 
Dec. 18 
Dec. 
Jan. 
Feb. 
Feb. 21 
Mar. 13 
Apr. 2 
Apr. 6 
Apr. 12 
Apr. 15 
Apr. 19 
May 2 
May 17 
Jime 17 
June 25 
June 27 
Aug. 1 
July 23 
Aug. U 
Aug. 22 



*11 
'11 
*11 
'11 
'11 
'U 
'11 
'12 
'12 
♦12 
'12 
'12 
'12 
12 
'12 
'12 
'12 
'12 
'12 
'12 
'12 
'12 
'12 
'12 
'12 



Feb. 

Feb. 

Apr. 
' Nov. 
1 Feb. 
I June 
I Jan. 
1 Apr. 
< June 
i Aug. 



13, '12 

9, '12 

18, '12 

18, 11 

21, '12 

25, '12 

22, '12 

8, '12 

1, '12 

12, '12 



A£9rmed 

Affirmed 

Affirmed 

Beversed .. 

Affirmed 

Affirmed 

Affirmed 

Affirmed..- 

Affirmed 

Affirmed 



Aug. 12, '12 



Granted — 



Denied 



Affirmed. 



Closed. 

See Sup. Ct. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Beady. 

Submitted. 

Beady. 

Submitted. 

Submitted. 

Beady. 

Submitted. 

Beady. 

Beady. 

Closed. 

Submitted. 

Beady. 

Beady. 

Beady. 

Beady. 
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Second Appei 



No. 



1<)2 

Ifi.) 

1(18 

173 

]74 

178 

180 

182 

183 

185 

188 

189 

1{)3 

191 

192 

194 

195 

190 

197 

198 

199 

201 

202 

203 

204 

205 

210 

211 

212 

213 

214 

215 

21(5 

217 

220 

226 

229 

232 

237 

238 

230 

241 

244 

245 

240 

247 

248 

251 

252 

253 

254 

250 

259 

200 

2(51 

202 

203 

2(i5 



Defendant. 



County. 



Charge. 



Judgment 



Date. 



Willis Krnsting Los Angeles 

O, F. Babcock Los Angeles 

W. J. Danford Los Angeles 

S. H. Overacker Orange 

H. A. Freeman Los Angeles 

R. B. Harrison Los Angeles 

Gertrude Driggs Los Angeles 

Earl Crawford Los Angeles 

A. H. Burns San Diego 

ChasJ. F. Stevens Los Angeles 

D. H. Akey San Bernardino. 

Terry Gibson Kern 

Francisco Morano Kern 



Allen H. Fisher Los Angeles 

Claude Mars Los Angeles 

O. F. Grow Los Angeles 

\S\ H. Jacobs Los Angeles 

J. W. Wheeler Los Angeles 

Frank Piero San I>iego 

David F. Crosby San Diego 

H. A. McNabb- Los Angeles 

Sam Apadoca Los Angeles 

Webb Edwards Tulare 

Ed. Harrison Tulare 

Wni. M. Morgan Los Angeles 

Pasyual Mendoza Los Angeles 

M. Shaughnessy Tulare 

Geo. Martinez Kings 

Horace Sliger Los Angeles 

W. J. O'Bryan San Luis Obispo 

H. C. Lederer San Luis Obispo 

Geo. Barlow '- Los Angeles 

Judson Moxley Riverside 

B. Bercovitz Kern___^ 

E. T. Earl Los Angeles 

Joseph Lillard Kern 

S. H. Overacker Orange 

Noel Wright Los Angeles 

Wm. Breeding Orange 

F'eter Matsecura ___ Kern 

Frank Green _ Riverside 

L. J. Eastland Orange 

Charlie Ross Imperial 

Joe Chutek Los Angeles 

John W. Watson Los Angeles 

Robt. F. White . Los Angeles 

Ollie Machado San Luis Obispo 

E. J. Stockdale San Luis Obispo 

Teofll Klempke San Luis Obispo 

P. R. Stock Orange 

Lester Russell Santa Barbara.. 

C. V. P. Watson Los Angeles 

Harry Hill Inyo 

J. G. Daleiden San Diego 

Kate Measor Orange 

Kate Measor Orange 

Gorham l\ifts, Jr Los Angeles 

Aurelio Martinez San Bernardino. 



Murder 

Rape __ 

Section 474, Penal Code 

Murder 

Grand larceny 

Section 283, Penal Code 

Forgery 

Assault to rape 

Grand larceny 

Assault to murder 

Rape 

Grand larceny 

Burglary 

Embezzlement 

Assault to murder 

Assault to murder 

Rape 

Murder 

Lewd acts 

Rape 

Assault to rob-__ 

Murder 

Rape 

Rape ___ 

Robbery 

Burglary 

Burglary 

Assault to murder 

Section 289, Penal Code 

Murder 

Concealing property 

Section 288, Penal Code 

False pretenses 

('heck, no funds 

Section 619, Penal Code 

Murder 

Murder 

Seduction 

Adultery 

Pandering 

Support of child 

Lewd act 

Assault with deadly weapon. 

Murder 

Embezzlement 

Arson 



Dee. 

Mar. 

Mar. 

May 

Apr. 

June 

July 

Aug. 

Oct. 

Nov. 

Dec. 

Nov. 

Dec. 

Dec. 

Dec. 

Feb. 

Dec. 

Mar. 

Mar. 

Mar. 

Mar. 

Apr. 

Apr. 

Apr. 

Apr. 

May 

Mar. 

May 

June 

June 

June 

June 

July 

June 



31, 
18, 
31, 

6, 
23, 
25, 

9, 
15, 

1, 
19, 
28, 
26, 

3, 
12, 
16, 

8, 
29, 

3, 
11, 
30, 

31. 

3, 
17, 
21, 
19. 

2, 
25, 
22, 
15, 

9, 
10, 

7, 

8, 
19, 



Assault to murder. 

Burglary 

Check, no funds. _. 

Murder 

Abortion 

Selling liquor 

Burglary 

Selling liquor 

Selling liquor 

False pretenses 



Sept. 

Nov. 

Dec. 

Dec. 

Nov. 

Jan. 

Jan. 

Jan. 

Jan. 

Jan. 

Mar. 



23, 

20, 

8, 

28, 

6, 

3, 

9, 

22, 

15, 

29. 

14, 



• May 17, 

May 16, 

May 6, 

May 16, 

May 28, 

July 18, 

May 4, 

July 12, 

July 12, 

July 20, 



10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 

11 

10 

11 
11 
11 
11 
11 
11 
11 
11 
11 
11 
11 
11 
11 
11 
11 
11 
11 



11 
11 
11 
11 
11 

12 
12 
12 
12 
12 
12 



12 
12 
12 
12 
12 
12 
12 
12 
12 
12 
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OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA. 
late District. 



of trial court. 



Penalty. 



Tranacrlpt 
filed. 



20 years, San Quentin 

10 yean, San Quentin 

3 years, San Quentin 

Life, Folsom. 

3 years, San Quentin 

5 years. San Quoitin 

5 years, San Quentin 

10 years, Folsom 

6 years, San Quentin 

2 years, San Quentin 

25 years. San Quentin 

4 years, Folsom 

Folsom 

San Quentin 



* years, 
3 years, 

90 days 

90 days 

5 years, San Quentin 

Life, Folsom 

6 months 

20 years, Folsom 

2 years, Folsom 

10 years, San Quentin 

15 years, Folsom 

15 years, Folsom 

2 years, Folsom _ — 

2 years, Folsom _ »_ 

5 years, Folsom — _ _ 

2 years, Folsom , 

15 years, Folsom 

Life, San Quentin 

^,000 or 883 days 

3 years, Folsom 

5 years, San Quentin 

2 years, San Quentin 

IndictmCTt quashed 

10 years, San Quentin 

10 years, Folsom 

2 years, San Quentin 

1 year, county jail 

5 years, San Quentin 

1 year, San Quentin 

15 years, San Quentin i. 

1 year, Folsom 

2 years, San Quentin 

2 years, San Quentin 

5 years, San Quentin 



Mar. 

Apr. 

Apr. 

May 

June 

July 

July 

Oct. 

Nov. 

Dec. 

Jan. 

Jan. 

Jan. 

Jan. 

Jan. 

Mar. 

Mar. 

Mar. 

Apr. 

May 



ao 

11 

25 

25 

7 

15 

28 

11 

18 

19 

19 

26 

28 

81 

31 

1 

6 

28 

3 

8 



June 

May 

May 

May 

May 

June 

Jime 

July 

July 

July 

July 

July 

Aug. 

Sept. 

Nov. 

Dec. 

Dee. 

Jan. 



11 
12 
12 
23 
23 
21 
21 
15 
11 
11 
12 
28 
10 
25 
9 
6 
19 
15 



Jan. 25 



Mar. 
Feb. 
Feb. 
Apr. 



29 
19 
26 
17 



1 year, San Quentin 

1 year, San Quentin 

10 years, San Quentin. 
6 years, San Quentin.. 
S years, San Quentin.. 

$350 or 176 days 

3 years, San Quentin.. 

$100 and 7 months 

$25 and 6 months 

3 years, San Quentin.. 



June 
June 
June 
May 
July 
Aug. 
Aug, 
Aug. 
Aug. 
Aug. 
Aug. 



1 

1 

7 

16 

1 

8 

12 

14 

14 

23 

28 



'11 
'11 
'11 
'11 
'11 
'11 
•11 
'11 
•11 
'11 
'11 
'11 
'11 
'11 
'11 
♦11 
'11 
'12 



'12 



*12 
'12 
•12 
•12 



'10 
'10 
•10 
'10 
•10 
•10 
'10 
'10 
'10 
'10 

11 
•11 
•11 
'11 
'11 
'11 
'11 
11 
11 
11 



'12 
12 
'12 
12 
'12 
'12 
'12 
'12 
'12 
'12 
'12 



Judgment of appellate court. 



Date. 



Decision. 



I Hearing 
I by Bupreme 
I court. 



Status 
of appeaL 



Nov. 80 
' Nov. 18 
■ Nov. 3 
I Mar. 17 
Oct. 24 
Nov. 19 
Nov. 16 
Jan. 23 
June 14 
Feb. 4 
June 17 
June 5 
June 5 
May 16 
Apr. 24 
May 24 
June 20 
Sept. 18 
Dec. 29 
Nov. 21 
Sept. 25 
Sept. 18 
Feb. 21 
Feb. 21 
Sept. 18 
Sept. 25 
Sept. 18 
Dec. 4 
Nov. 16 
Jan. 26 
Nov. 4 
Nov. 4 
Nov. 15 
Dec. 12 
, May 16 
I Feb. 24 



Feb. 8 

June 28 

May 16 

May 18 

Apr. 22 

July 16 

May 1 

June 26 

July 26 

Apr. 25 

June 18 



'10 I 

'10 

'10 

'11 

'10 

•10 

'10 

'11 

'11 

11 

'11 

'11 

'11 I 

11 : 
11 
11 
'11 
'11 
•11 
'11 
11 
'11 
'12 
12 

'11 : 
'11 ' 
11 
'11 
'11 

12 I 

11 

11 i 
'11 ; 

•11 : 
•12 i 
•12 I 



Reversed __| 

Affirmed...' Granted 

Affirmed Denied 

Reversed .. 

Affirmed...' 

Affirmed Denied 

Affirmed 

Affirmed... 

Affirmed... Denied 

Affirmed Denied 

Reversed — Granted 

AflSrmed 

Affirmed ' 

Affirmed. .. 

Affirmed ' 

Affirmed... Denied 

Affirmed 

Affirmed 

Reversed-.' Denied... 

Reversed ..' 

Affirmed j 

Affirmed 

Reversed ._ Granted 
Affirmed... Denied... 
Affirmed... 



Affirmed 

Affirmed 

Affirmed ' 

Disagreed. Granted 

Affirmed ■ 

Affirmed 

Affirmed 

Reversed.. Granted 

Affirmed 

Reversed 



'12 
•12 
'12 
12 
12 
12 
12 
12 
'12 
12 
•12 



Reversed 

Reversed 

Reversed 

Reversed _. 

Affllrmed_.; 

Reversed 

Affirmed ' 

Affirmed 

Affirmed... Denied. 

Dismissed 

Affirmed 



Closed. 

See Sup. Ot. 

Olosed. 

Olosed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

See Sup. Ct. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

See Sup. Ct. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

See Sup. Ct. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

See Sup. Ct. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Ready. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Submitted. 

Submitted. 

Submitted. 

Ready. 

Ready. 

Ready. 

Ready. 

Ready. 

Ready. 

Ready. 
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CRIMINAL CASES IN THE DISTRICT COURTS 

Third Appel 



No. 



Defendant. 



182 
187 
189 
140 
141 
144 
145 
146 
147 
149 
150 
151 
153 
154 
155 
156 
157 
158 
159 
100 
162 
164 
165 
166 
167 
169 
170 
171 
172 
178 
176 
177 
178 
179 
180 
181 
182 
184 
186 
190 
191 
192 
193 
194 
196 



County. 



Charge. 



Judgment 



Date. 



T. Wah mug. 

T. H. Muhley 

T&ng Suey Lin 

Peter M. Jensen 

Joseph Montgomery ... 

H. T. Thornberg 

T. S. Richardson 

Frank Ramirez 

Eiju Shimonaka 

P. MuUally _. 

Ohas. A. Boyd 

Thos. O'Donnell 

Arnett F. Perry 

Thos. F. Smith 

Theo. H. Schweichler— 

John Delucchi 

Steve Currie 

W. B. Burke 

Wm. Schaefer _ 

Giacomo Sampo 

James Tate 

A. B. Kelley 

E. J. Watson. 

Stefano Conte 

Thos. P. Hayden 

Elvi Lewis 

Harry Paluma 

Gelestino Mario 

Guiseppi Mario 

John Liggett 

Daniel Fleming 

Fred Frey 

Arthur Lewis 

Cherry de St. Maurice.. 

Manuel Schenone 

Frank Ballo ___. 

W. A. Preston 

Wm. T. Blair 

Frank Silva 

Harry Ashland 

J. O. Carroll 

E. O. Becker. , 

Sam 0. Tomsky 1 

PhOip RoseUe ! 

Walter Flavin et al | 



Sacramento 

Madera 

Tuolumne 

Humboldt 

Humboldt 

Sacramento 

Sonoma 

San Joaquin 

San Joaquin 

Colusa - — 

Siskiyou 

Sutter 

Nevada 

Sacramento 

Colusa — 

Amador 

Plumas 

Sonoma 

Solano 

Amador 

San Joaquin 

Merced _ 

Yuba 

Amador 

Trinity 

San Joaquin 

San Joaquin 

Plumas 

Plumas 

Yuba 

Shasta 

Mendocino 

Butte 

Sacramento 

San Joaquin 

San Joaquin 

Siskiyou 

Napa 

Sacramento . 

San Joaquin 

San Joaquin 

San Joaquin 

Yolo 

Mendocino 

San Joaquin 



Abortion 

Murder — _. 

Robbery 

Seduction '.. 

Assault to murder 

False pretenses 

Drugs for miscarriage 

Rape 

Murder .. 

Grand larceny 1. 

Robbery 

Burglary 

False pretenses 

Murder 

Perjury 

Assault to murder 

Rape 

Exploding dynamite •._. 

Burglary 

Murder 

Murder 

Robbery 

Murder . 

Murder 

Murder 

Rape 

Attempted grand larceny. 

Robbery .. 

Robbery 

Rape 

Murder 

Check, no funds. 

Murder 

Selling liquor to child. 

Grand larceny 

Grand larceny 

Rape 

Embezzlement 

Rape 

Murder 

Grand larceny . 
False pretenses 
False pretenses 

Murder 

Grand larceny . 



Dec. 

Apr. 

Apr. 

Apr. 

Apr. 

June 

June 

July 

July 

Oct. 

Nov. 

Nov. 

Jan. 

Dec. 

Jan. 

Dec. 

Dec. 

Feb. 

Feb. 

Mar. 

Apr. 

Apr. 

May 

Jan. 

June 

July 

July 

Sept. 

Sept. 

Oct. 

Jan. 

Jan. 

Jan. 

Dec. 

Feb. 

Feb. 

Apr. 

Apr. 

Mar. 

May 

May 

May 

June 
May 



14 
11 
15 
29 
30 
18 
13 
21 
26 
31 

9 
26 

3 
12 
12 
25 

9 
28 
14 
22 

7 
14 

2 
28 
16 

3 
17 
18 
12 
24 
19 
29 

4 

6 
24 
20 

9 

8 
18 
20 

7 
18 



'09 
'10 
'10 
'10 
'10 
'10 
'10 
'10 
'10 
'10 
'10 
'10 

'11 

'10 

'11 

'10 
'10 

'11 
'11 
'11 
'11 
'11 
'11 
'11 
'11 
'11 
'11 
'11 
'11 
'11 

'12 
'12 
'12 
11 
'12 
'12 
'12 
'12 
'12 
'12 
'12 
'12 
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OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
late District. 



of trial court. 



Penalty. 



Tranacrlpt 
filed. 



Judgment of appellate court. 



Date. 



Decision. 



Hearing 

by supr^ne 

court. 



Status 
of appeal. 



3 yeare, Fobom _ _ 

10 years, San Quentin 

4 years, San Quentin 

$1,200 or 300 days 

1600 or 30O days 

2 years, San Quentin 

4 years, San Quentin 

25 years, Folsom ^l._. 

4 years, Folsom r.-i 

3 years, San Quentin .11..* 

25 years, San Quentin 

2 years, San Quentin 

5 years, San Quentin 

15 years, San Quentin 

2 years, San Quentin 

$«X) or 300 days 

16^ years, San Quentin 

10 years, San Quentin 

10 years, Folsom 

Life, Folsom 

Life, San Quentin 

12 years, Folsom 

10 years, Folsom __ 

Life, Folsom 

20 years, San Quentin 

10 years, San Quentin 

4 years, San Quentin _ 

7 years, Folsom 

7 years, Folsom 

20 years, Folsom 

10 years, San Quentin 

li years, San Quentin 

10 years, San Quentin 

$SDO or 260 days 

4 years,. Folsom : 

4 years, San Quentin 

7 years, Folsom 

10 years, Folsom 

7 years, Folsom , 

Life,- San Quentin 

10 years, San Quentin.. 

2 years, San Quentin 

Verdict set aside 

5 years, San Quentin 

10 yeariSj Folsom ..,__ 



Mar. 15 
Apr. 30 
May 18 
June 8 
June 25 
Aug. 15 
Sept. 27 
Sept. 29 
Sepjt. 29 
TSh/. 16 
Nov. i» 
Dec./ 9 
Jan. 16 
Jan. 23 
Jan. 30 
Feb. 21 
Feb. 23 
Feb. 27 
Mar. 18 
Mar. 27 
May 13 
May 22 
May 28 
Aag. 23 
July 17 
Aug, 24 
Aug:. 31 
Oct. 28 
Oct. 28 
Nov. 14 
Feb. 6 
Feb. 19 
Feb. 17 
Mar. 9 
Apr. 13 
Apr. 13 



May 2 

May 9 

June 5 

June 5 



July 4 
July 15 
July 31 



•10 
10 



Jan. 
Feb. 



'10 Feb. 
10 Jan. 
'10 Feb. 
'10 , Jan. 
'10 j Apr. 
'10 I Aug. 
'10 '• May 
'10 ; Apr. 
W, May 
'19 I July 
•11 l^Atgj 
'11 i.De^.^ 
'11 ; Aug: 
'11 I Sept. 
'11 ! Aug. 

Jan. 

Sept. 

.Sept. 



'11 
'11 
'11 



'11 Oct. 



'11 
'11 
'11 
11 
11 
'11 
'11 
11 
'U 
'12 
12 
12 
'12 
12 
'12 



'12 
'12 
'12 
12 



Nov. 
Nov. 
Jan. 
Mar. 
Feb. 
F^. 
Jan. 
Jan. 
Feb. 



24 
16 

1 
27 

7 

25 
19 

8 

2 
18 

2 

31 

' 8 

/a: 

Si 
14 

1 

26 

8 

22 

23 

13 

18 

3 

25 

27 

1 

22 

i22 

27 



July 
June 



31 
3 



June 
July 



17 
1 



'11 
'10 
'11 
'11 
11 
'11 
'11 
'11 
11 
'11 
'11 
'11 
11 
-'11 
111 
11 
11 
'12 
'11 
11 
11 
'11 
'11 
'12 
12 
12 
'12 
'12 
12 
12 



Beversed ___^_. 

AflBrmed.— I 

Beversed — i — 

AfQrmed 

Affirmed ' 

Affirmed L 

Affirmed— I Granted .. 

AflSrmed 

Affirmed ' 

Affirmed.— i.-. 

Affirmed—! 

Affirmed.-. 
Affirmed—. 

Affirmed 

Reversed -- 

A0ra>j3d 

AifirVned..-^ 
AfflfriTiecf.^ 



Granted -. 



Denied 

Denied 

Afflrmci^--. XJrante^ __ 
Affirmed.-.;.--:.-:^/..-.. 
Affirmed— . I .—1 -:!-'—-- -- 

Affirmed '_. l.-S-- 

Affirmed—.' Granted ._ 

Affirmed Denied 

Affirmed— I Denied 

Affirmed 

Affirmed— 

Affirmed ' 



12 
'12 



'12 
12 



'12 
'12 
'12 



I 



Affirmed. 



Beversed .. 
Affirmed 



Asked 



Affirmed. 
Affirmed. 



Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

See Sup. Ct. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

See Sup. Ct. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

See Sup. Ct. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

See Sup. Ct. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Ready. 

Fending. 

Closed. 

Ready. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Submitted. 

Submitted. 

Submitted. 

Submitted. 

Submitted. 

Submitted. 

Beady. 

Beady. 

Beady. 



r 



52 



BEPOBT OF THE ATTOBNET GENERAL. 






a ; 









J3 

•o 



"Silo 




t 

3 

o 
O 



a 

3 
(0 



C 

o 



c 
_o 

3 
U 

o 



n 

c 

I 
O 



4 






•o 






04 



1^ 



00 ! i <o 



iH tH ©» 00 iH !-♦ 



rH 1 1 1 1 


■^ eo iH 1 fH 
r-l r-1 1 



s 



§ 



CO fri 



C>1 



O te rH iH lO OQ 



©4 



CO 04 



'^g 



w 



eo o la 



iH CO CO o ^ 






C'l 



C8 03 lO cc o 



THTHC<JTHt*r-l'*^e40C«S 









CI 

• •• - 






1 i J-'^i •! 



ill i i i i i i * i 

J i .i_iJ kiU_'i 

00 I ^1 • • • ' J 95 

I . T^ , • I I 

• ^ • I • • • I I 
• • " • W . • ' ' 

• J* • r • II 



L i» r " 
r I, I , 

I* I •! 

I I J 
I -ifcl 

W I ) I 

I 
>♦ » I 



04 






lO lA O) "«< iH iH iH 



S 



•■s 



i§ 



i«Ht-OOIOiH'f«OiHOOOO«<00»00'*e^NkO'^r-l©«0 

to 



C4 CO S 00 to ^ c* 



00 



CO d 



00 M 



C4 0» 



s**gse^as^8^ 



<N 



1- 



Si's 
§•2 



4i 



o 



3 

c. 

o 



w 

s 

(1 

o 



■c 



c 

3 

o 



^ 






00 ■^ >0 © iH ■* 



§s 



Oa CO 



gS .'S§ 



ua 



00 eo 



O G4 



IftOO^g 



rHOOlH-<«ObrHrH«OC400tOC0004rHr-( 



COOOrH-^t-iHiHIOt^'^N 



gt^^^g^ 




eoeou)iH04flooiOi-<e»t« 



« ,N ^ g « ^ ;5 ;* ^ gj 3 



S ^ 15 S8 J3 $ 8 S « ^ 55 ^ S * 



la «o CO 

00 IH 



)5a«§?5«a 



CD «-l 



O 06 ^ 

0^ CO & 



kO 00 lo ei lo 04 
•-' * a '^ 2 S 

00 »H 04 



CO 
tH 







i '. 



W{^'0^ 



a^a 









Bt 






'S^Q^a 







Its 

QQ 



fl b 



D O 



g'l^Sl^ft^ grt2® 



5 o S £ § h»* 6 d h»' ^* H M § W 



I 
I 

S 
o 

•3 /? J5 & 
"^- • « 



m 

08 




09 
O 



' o 



I I I en I I I I I I I I 

I I I « I I I _ I I I I 

1 I I S ! ! * <=> ! 1 ! >» 

<^ fcl fl a5^ 5^ X « 



I 
I 
I 

o 

d 

O o M 

*;5 5 o 



BEPORT OF THE ATTOHNEY GENERAL. 



53 



lO 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 


I 1 H 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

II 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 


5riHiH |H« 1 1 llHtHrH 


eoiH irHiao 1 1 leo i ic4 

«0 T-l 1 1-4 1 1 1 II 



SS' 



s 



■^ la lO pH M iH ■^ 



s^as 



P^ N IH 00 IH iH 



«rHiH iH-JeqN r-liHe3eOtHt-( CO N iH r-l 



eo 



t N «e 



CO CO OS 



eo iH CO eo 



N eo iH 




« ■^ 



|2^*S^S5S'-'^8g5§g«S"=^^'-SSS2 



g 55 r-« rH 



r-l <N r-l fH iH ?H 



d» 



^ 



C4 



to 



g t^ eo rH rH «0 »0 
IN 



■* N rH 






(%C4eOOa«OUap-lrH&1 



lOe^eOrHOJNrHCOiHCO 


^ 


oo-^coeoocoincoo 


r-l 




r-l 



iSS58S5«'«85^SSJ^§355SS5^SS 



e^ 



c^ 



<o 



rH 



b>coior-iapHO»oooitoeoiAco9eo'«0)eod»0 









»4 

art n 

• • • p^ 



I « 



D 



^ 



t-i 



bo .a 
d g» 

a . 
? 

mo 



bo 

a 
•a 



I 
I 

I 

U 
Qi 

^ rr, 

OQQ 

£ P' 






bo 



^ 



OS 

(=1 . 

r^ O 



S3 



I 
I 

a 
o 

OQ 

fa 



Q^^ 






u 
d V 
S -i^ >» 

^ ^^ 






^ d 



S 



e 



cS 

O 



<J W 



o I 

CS 



a 
d 

08 
OQOO 



I 

o 

n 

O 

OQ 

3 
t^ 

a 

08 
OQ 



03 

f-i 



03 
M 

OS 

<^ !i; 03 . 

So8«o35fla>»ai-" 
ddddo3g>^^d« 

OQOQCCGOGQCIQGQCCCQGGQQ 



O 



« 



08 

a ^ c p 



0> 



M " ^ 

•IS w a 08 o 

4i X3 ^ rj O 

P 0) M p d 



EhHH 



03 

d 






#■ 



54 REP6RT OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL. 



SUMMARY OF CRIMINAL STATISTICS. 

During the last two years felony charges in the Superior Courts, as 

shown by the reports of the several district attorneys, were disposed of 

as follows : 

Number of persons charged 6,835 

Convicted on trial 1,198 

Pleaded guilty 2,740 

Acquitted 407 

Dismissed, etc. 1,579 

Pending 911 

6,835 

It is unfortunate, but unavoidable, that persons who are innocent 
will sometimes be charged with the commission of public offenses, but, 
w^hen the error made in their apprehension is discovered, the charge 
is dismissed. Others are apprehended whose innocence may not there- 
after appear, but against whom sufficient evidence is not obtainable to 
warrant prosecution. Proceedings against such class must be likewise 
dismissed. Both classes are included in the number of dismissals given 
in the above table. 

Taking from 6,835, the total number of persons charged, the 1,579 
against whom dismissals were entered, leaves 5,256 actually proceeded 
against by information or indictment. Of this number, 2,740 pleaded 
guilty, 1,198 were convicted on trial, 407 were acquitted, and the cases 
of 911 are now pending. 

Thus, judgments were finally entered against over 90 per cent of 
the total number of persons proceeded against. 

The efficient administration of the criminal law is perhaps not more 
clearly shown through a high per cent of convictions in cases actually 
tried, than in the large number of criminals charged who plead guilty, 
rather than to hazard the results of a trial. A fearless and capable 
prosecuting officer is always to the criminal in his jurisdiction persua- 
sive of a plea of guilty. 

There were 216 appeals prosecuted by defendants to the appellate 
courts, and of these the judgments in 139 were affirmed, in thirty-three 
reversed, and in forty-four are still undisposed of. The judgments in 
over 80 per cent of the cases disposed of were affirmed A reversal of 
the judgment in a criminal case usually does not mean the release of 
the defendant. In most eases new trials are had and new convictions 
obtained. 

These results, both in the Superior Courts and the appellate courts, 
show very gratifying efficiency on the part of the State's prosecuting 
officers. 

The statistics in the appellate courts are as follows: 

SUPREME COURT. 

Number of cases 36 

Affirmed 18 

Reversed . 10 

Pendinjr 8 

36 
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About 64 per cent of these finally disposed of were in favor of the 
people. This court had 15 cases from District Courts of Appeal on 
disagreements and rehearings and denied 29 rehearings in others. 

FIBST DISTBICT. 

Number of cases 90 

Affirmed ^ 58 

Reversed ^- 14 

Disagreed 4 

Pending 14 

90 

Of the above 3 were appeals by the people and all were decided in 
favor of the people. Two hearings were granted by the Supreme Court 
of cases reversed in this Court. In one the judgment of conviction 
was affirmed and the other case is not yet decided. In this court over 
80 per cent of the cases were decided in favor of the people. 

SECOND DISTBICT. 

Number of cases . 58 

Affirmed 1 33 

Reversed 13 

Disagreed 1 

Pen(^ing 11 

58 

In this court less than 72 per cent were decided for the people. 
Hearings by the Supreme Court were granted in 3 cases reversed by 
this Court. In 2 cases the judgments of conviction were affirmed. 
The other case was pending on September 15th, but has since been 
affirmed. 

THIBD DISTBICT. 

Number of cases 45 

Affirmed 30 

Reversed 4 

Pending 11 

45 

In this Court over 88 per cent were decided for the people. Hear- 
ings were granted by the Supreme Court in 3 cases affirmed and one 
reversed, and the cases are still pending. 

There were 172 criminal appeals finally disposed of as follows : 

Supreme Court of United States, for People 2 

Supreme Court of California, for People 18 

First District Court of Appeal, for People 61 

Second District Court of Appeal, for People 32 

Third District Court of Appeal, for People 26 

139 

Supreme Court of California, for defendants 10 

First District Court of Appeal, for defendants 10 

Second District Court of Appeal, for defendants 10 

Third District Court of Appeal, for defendants 3 

33 

172 

Among the above cases finally disposed of 13 were death penalty 
cases, and 3 were reversed ; 44 were murder cases, and 9 were reversed. 
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The Supreme Court reversed 4 murder eases, the First District Court 
of Appeals reversed 2, and the Second District 3. None of the 7 cases 
in the Third District was reversed. 

While it may not be assumed that the questions presented to these 
several courts were widely different, it is interesting to note the differ- 
ence in results. 

In the 33 cases reversed the opinions show that in 22 the evidence 
was insuflScient, or that error was committed in the admission or rejec- 
tion of evidence offered. In 9 of these cases error was found to have 
been committed by the trial court in giving to the jury on questions of 
law erroneous instructions or in erroneously refusing correct instruc- 
tions requested. 

Twenty-five of the 33 cases were reversed for one or both of the above 
reasons, 2 were reversed because it was found that the indictment or 
information was defective; 2 because at the trial confessions of the 
defendants which had been improperly procured were admitted in 
evidence, and in one of these error was committed in the impanelment 
of the jury; 2 because of misconduct committed by the district attor- 
ney, 1 because the offense had been barred by the statute of limitations 
before trial, and in the remaining one, error had been committed in 
the impanelment of the trial jury. 
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FINANCIAL STATEMENT. 



Sixty-second Fiscal Year. 



Appropria- 
tion. 



Amount 
expended. 



Contingent Fund. 

Balance from sixty-first fiscal year 

Appropriation for sixty-second fiscal year 

Amount expended during sixty-second fiscal year. 

Traveling Fund, 
Balance from sixty-first fiscal year 

Appropriation for sixty-second fiscal year 

Amount expended during sixty-second fiscal year. 



$336 65 
1,700 00 



$1,976 36 



305 
500 00 



483 00 



Co9t9 of 8uit» Fund. i 
Balance from sixty-first fiscal year I 4 00 j 

Appropriations for sixty-second fiscal year | 4,000 00 I 

Amount expended during sixty-second fiscal year. 3,929 65 



Library Fund. 

Balance from sixty-first fiscal year 

Appropriation for sixty-second fiscal year 

Amount expended during sixty-second fiscal year 



3 30 

500 00 



446 50 



Rent Fund. I 
Balance from sixty first fiscal year I 

Appropriation for sixty-second fiscal year 2,400 00 ' . 

Amount expended during sixty-second fiscal year.' ! 2,400 OC 

Printing Fund. 1 
Balance from sixty-first fiscal year ! __' 

Appropriation for sixty-second fiscal year 

Amount expended during sixty-second fiscal year. 



3,000 00 



2,641 00 



Balance. 



$69 29 



20 05 



74 35 



56 80 



359 00 



Sixty-third Fiscal Year. 



Appropria- 
tion. 



Amount 
expended. 



Contingent Fund. 

Appropriation for sixty-third fiscal year 

Amount expended during sixty-third fiscal year... 

Traveling Fund. 

Appropriation for sixty-third fiscal year ___ 

Amount expended during sixty-third fiscal year.. . 



$2,000 00 I 

4 00 ! $1,997 16 



500 00 I. 



419 20 



Coats of Suit Fund. I ; 

Appropriation for sixty-third fiscal year ' 3,000 00 

Amount expended during sixty-third fiscal year.. _ 1,735 08 

Library Fund. \ 

Appropriation for sixty-third fiscal year j 1,000 00 

Amount expended during sixty-third fiscal year._| ■ 



874 80 



Rent Fund. 

Appropriation for sixty-third fiscal year 2,400 00 _ 

Amount expended during sixty-third fiscal year..;. 2,400 00 

Printing Fund. 

Appropriation for sixty-third fiscal year 3,000 00 

Amount expended during sixty-third fiscal year. 1,146 85 



Balance. 



$2 84 



80 80 



1.264 92 



125 20 



1.853 15 



oS 
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STATEMENT OF SPECIAL FUNDS, CREATED BY ACT OF THE LEGISLATURE, 

APPROVED JUNE 14, 1906. 



Appropria- 
tion. 



Amount 
expended. 



Contingent Fund. 

Created by an act of the legislature, entitled 
"An act making an appropriation for the con- 
tingent expenses of the olHce of Attorney Gen- 
eral," approved June 14, 1906 $2,000 00 $1,967 68 

I 

Lato Book Fund. 
Created by an act of the legislature, entitled "An 
act making an appropriation for the purchase 
of law books for the Attorney General," ap- 
proved June 14, 1906 _ 5,000 00 4.997 24 



Balance. 



$32 32 



2 76 
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Wilson, B., People vs 46 

Wilson, J. W., People vs 44 

Wolfrom, People vs . 44 

Wong Loung, People vs 42 

Woods, Bolton vs 18 

Woods, De Lanza vs 18 

Woods, Driesbach vs 18 

Woods, Faulkner vs 19 

Woods, Galpin vs 18 

Woods, Lonergan vs 19 

Woods, People vs 44 

Woods, Shaw vs 18-19 

Woods, Whitman vs 18 

Wright, Hovey vs 18 

Wright, People vs 48 

Yip Sing, People vs 46 

Zeller et al., IjOs Angeles vs 25 

Ziegler vs. Kingsbury 29 
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